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PREFACE. 


| Mie problem of the classification of the cursive Mss of the 

New Testament is one which promises to baffle the textual 
critic for a long time to come. A vast amount of preliminary 
work must be done in the collation of texts of which our 
knowledge is at present lamentably defective. A mere list of 
variants from a particular standard is not enough by itself to 
illuminate the history of a ms. We require to know—and we 
are very seldom told—what subsidiary matter has found its way 
into a codex, in the form either of prefatory notices or of 
marginal apparatus. Mss of the Acts and the Epistles, for 
example, are seldom without some of these embellishments. They 
are to a large extent descended ultimately from an edition 
of these books put out in ancient times by a modest scholar 
who has not revealed his own personality, but to whom tradition 
_ has ascribed the name of Euthalius. A knowledge of the history 
of the Kuthalian apparatus must furnish an important clue to 
those who would undertake the task to which we have referred, 
A laborious effort has recently been made by a German scholar to 
reduce to order some portions of the chaos, But he has attempted 
to conjure with the name of Euthalius without a knowledge of the 
risks he ran. 

“We have only to mention the name of Euthalius,” says Dr 
Zahn*, and his words have been more than once quoted of late, 
“in order to call up a multitude of unanswered questions.” Some 


1 Bousset, Textkritische Studien (Leipzig 1894). If I have spoken somewhat 
severely of this book, it is not because I do not recognise the ability and zeal of its 
author, but because the subject is one in which inaccurate statements are peculiarly 
misleading. : 

2 Geschichte des NTlichen Kanons, 11. 384. 
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of these questions I have endeavoured to deal with in the present 
Essay. The answers to several of them are still to seek: but I 
trust that I have done something to clear away some general mis- 
apprehensions both as to the date of Euthalius and as to the scope 
of his work. I do not in the least pretend to an exhaustive treat- 
ment. My object has rather been to pave the way for an edition 
of the Euthalian materials, a task to which I hope some scholar 
will address himself. 

One of the collateral pleasures that belong to work upon a 
topic like the present, which, however obscure it may be, lies in 
the heart of the region of Textual Criticism, is that the study of 
one problem often throws unsuspected light upon other problems, 
or at any rate involves investigations which, though their results 
may be only negative as regards the particular question which 
called them forth, yet seldom fail to bring a reward of their own. 

Thus it happens that on the present occasion I have some- 
thing to say on several topics of first-rate interest to students of 
the New Testament text. 

(1) The birthplace and the early home of the two great 
Uncials & and B is a matter of keen controversy. I believe 
that I have called attention toa fact which will have to be 
reckoned with in this connexion. 

(2) My researches naturally led me to a fresh examination of 
the fragments of Codex H of the Pauline Epistles, and I am fortu- 
nately able to present to the Biblical critic almost the whole text 
of sixteen pages which are still missing from that important 
Uncial. Before their disappearance they had left their mark 
upon their companion pages in a faint yellow stain which has 
yielded up its precious secret to a patient effort at decipherment. 
I cannot sufficiently express my gratitude to the Reverend H. 8. 
Cronin, Dean of Trinity Hall, who has set aside important work of 
his own to spend much time and eyesight upon the revision of my 
transcript. 

(3) In quite another direction Euthalius has challenged me 
to speak, when otherwise I should have kept silence for the 
present. My very inadequate knowledge of the Armenian 
language would have prevented me from expressing a judgment 
on so serious a question as the origin of the Armenian Version, 
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had not a theory which connected a portion of that Version with 
the Edition of Euthalius claimed to be investigated in any discus- 
sion of Euthalian problems. I believe that the result of this in- 
vestigation reaches beyond its immediate purpose, and will be 
found to have an important bearing on the textual criticism of 
the Gospels as well. 

(4) I have added in an Appendix a collation of the unique 
MS of the Pseudo-Athanasian Synopsis which has been missing 
since the days of Montfaucon, and has recently been found again 
by Dr James in the library of Eton College. As portions of this 
Synopsis are frequently interpolated into the Euthalian apparatus, 
the present seemed a fitting opportunity for making known the 
results of this discovery. I am indebted to the Provost and 
Fellows of Eton College for allowing the Ms to lie at my disposal 
in the Fitzwilliam Museum. 


Among those to whom I am under a further obligation of 
gratitude are Mr F. C. Burkitt and Mr E. J. Robson, Scholar of 
this College, who have kindly assisted me in the correction of 
my proof-sheets. 


CuRist’s CoLLEGE, 
July, 1895. 
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EKUTHALIANA. 


CHAPTER I. 


RECENT CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE DISCUSSION OF THE EUTHALIAN 
PROBLEM. 


THE personality and the date of Euthalius have long been a 
matter of controversy. The indispensable memoir on the subject 
is that of Zacagni in his Collectanea Monwmentorum Veterum, 
published at Rome in 1698. This work was partially reprinted 
by Galland (Ven. 1774, tom. x), and afterwards, yet more incom- 
pletely, by Migne in the Patrologia Graeca, vol. 85: but no 
student of the subject can afford to be without the original 
memoir, which alone contains Zacagni’s important Introduction. 

1. Zacagni edited in full for the first time a vast mass of pro- 
logues, argumenta, programmata, lists of O. T. citations, lists of 
chapters, colophons and scraps of all kinds, which he gathered 
out of Euthalian mss of the Acts and the Catholic and Pauline 
Epistles. But he was somewhat indiscriminate in his method, 
and was too ready to accept the fullest Ms as the best witness to 
the Euthalian tradition. A critical edition of the Euthalian appa- 
ratus is greatly needed. The present essay will, I hope, do some- 
thing to clear the way for such an edition, and may perhaps 
stimulate some scholar to undertake it. 

Zacagni’s conclusions with regard to Euthalius may be sum- 
marised as follows. The first Masorete of the New Testament, 
as he terms him (pref. liv), was a deacon of Alexandria, who at 
the request of some unnamed Father put forth in A.D. 458 an 
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edition of the Pauline Epistles, written, not continuously, but im 
short sense-lines (ot1ynddv), as an aid to intelligible reading. He 
prefixed a Prologue which contained an account of S. Paul’s life, a 
brief sketch of the contents of his Epistles, and a discussion of the 
chronology of S. Paul based on the works of Eusebius. To this he 
added lists of the O. T. citations found in the Pauline Epistles, 
and lists of chapter summaries derived from another unnamed 
Father, whose date was probably a.D. 396. At a later period 
Euthalius, now become bishop of Sulca, a place not to be identified 
with certainty, followed up his work on the Pauline Epistles by a 
similar edition of the Acts and Catholic Epistles, dedicating it to 
his ‘brother Athanasius,’ that is to say, to the second archbishop 
of Alexandria who bore that name. 

These, in brief, are the results of Zacagni’s learned investiga- 
tions, and they have been accepted almost without question until 
the present day. Mill (proll. 907) added to them the suggestion 
that the Father, from whom Euthalius borrowed the chapter sum- 
maries of the Pauline Epistles, was no other than Theodore of 
Mopsuestia; and this view has received the support of recent 
critics. 

2. A new impetus was given to the study of the Euthalian 
question, when M. H. Omont? published a complete transcription, 
together with two pages of facsumile, of the scanty remains of the 
Greek Codex H of the Pauline Epistles, whose 41 leaves are 
scattered in the libraries of Paris, Mt Athos, Moscow, S. Peters- 
burg, Kieff and Turin’. M. Omont refers the codex to the second 
half of the fifth or to the sixth century, and connects it with the 
Euthalian edition of these Epistles on the ground of the distribu- 
tion of its text (orvyndov or otrynpov). By a strange good fortune 
the leaf which contains the colophon at the end of the Pauline 
Epistles is preserved in the Bibliothéque Nationale, and of its 
recto M. Omont has given us a photographic reproduction. This 
colophon is so important to our subject that I must give it in full, 
only dividing the words and using minuscules for greater clearness. 

1 Notice sur un tres ancien manuserit grec en onciales des Epitres de Saint Paul 
(Paris, 1889): separately reprinted from ‘ Notices et Extraits’ &c., xxxili. 1. 
2 The Bibliothéque Nationale at Paris contains 24 of these leaves, and with them 


may be seen photographs of the leaves preserved in the other libraries, with the 
exception of those still at Mt Athos. 
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The page begins with a line of writing now almost completely 
obliterated, and then we read as follows: 


éyparpa Kal é&eBéunv Ka 
Ta Svvapiy oTerynpor - 
TObe TO Tévyos TadUNOU 

5 TOU amroaTOXOU' Tpos ey 
ypapmov Kal evkatadnp 
TTOY avayvacW TOY Ka 
7 Huds aderpov: rap adv 
aTravTwv TOAMNS . cUY 

10 YVOMNV AITO. Evy TH 
vmép €ua@v- THY ovVTE 
pepopad Kourlopuevos: 
avTeBrnOn 5é 7 BiBXos - 
mpos TO év Katcapla avTi 

5 ypado”- Ths BuBrALoOnKns 
TOU aylouv Trapiadov - yeuph 


On the verso we have: 


yerypaujévov 
Tporpovncis'~ 

Kopewvis éipi doypa 
tov Oétwv diddoKados: 

5 av Tine we xXpHons - avTi’ 
BiBrov Aap Badve oi yap - 
amodoTa, KaKoL 

> he 
avrippacts'~ 
. Oncavpov éyov oe Tt 

10 KOV ayabdy + Kal Tac. 
avOperrots troOntov’ 
appoviais Te Kat TrovKi 
als ypappais Kexoopun 

, a3 \ > , - 
pévov + vn THY adrnOea - 

15 OU dWow cE. TpOKElpws 

/ »Q? Me a / na 
Tivi+ovd av POovécw Ths 


4 EUTHALIANA. 


The accents and breathings are due to the later hand which has 
retraced the letters with a corrosive ink. The letters of mpoo- 
govnots and aarrupper’s are in red ink, and are not retraced. The 
accents of tévyos, mdvAou, perhaps point to a time when these 
words were pronounced as in the present day, tevchos, paviou. In 
line 9 of the recto the facsimile shews that the original scribe 
wrote cuv, not guy (Omont?), which is from the later hand. 

This colophon, then, tells us that the codex to which it applies 
was compared with, that is, corrected by, a codex which was written 
by Pamphilus, the famous friend of Eusebius, and was preserved 
at the time in question in the library of Caesarea. It does not in 
the least follow that Codex H itself was the manuscript so com- 
pared and corrected. Colophons of this kind are frequently copied 
by scribes from one manuscript into another. I have given an 
example of this in my edition of the Philocalia of Origen (p. xxviil). 
The ms of Origen contra Celswm from which all other known Mss 
are taken contains the following colophon: pweteBA7On Kai avte- 
Brin é& avrvypddov Tév adtod wpuyévovs BiBriov. But that 
codex cannot be earlier than the 13th century. Moreover the 
same words are reproduced in copies taken from it in the 14th 
and 16th centuries. 

It is possible that Codex H is copied line for line from the Ms 
to which the colophon actually refers. In the curious appeal made 
lower down by the book to its owner a complete line of writing 
seems to have been dropped. The words look like the adaptation 
of some earlier iambics. We may write them thus: 


Kopavis elu Soypatov [Oeiwv] diddcKanos* 
dv Twi pe xpnons avTiBiBrov AapBave: 
of yap <AaBovtes BiBri’> amoddtas Kaxol. 


Some supplement is needful in order to give an intelligible sense 
to the last clause; and the letters which I have inserted might 
form a line in Codex H, and, on our supposition, in the Ms from 
which it is copied. The evil practice which the warning ine 
is probably not so modern as to be an anachronism. 

We shall have to return to this colophon and its interesting 
appendices later on. 


1 M. Omont has himself made this correction in a note on p. 56. 
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3. In September 1891 Dr Albert Ehrhard, then at Strassburg 
and now at Wiirtzburg, published an important essay on Codex H 
and Euthalius in the Centralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen (vu. 9, 
pp. 385—411). He pointed out that in Codex Neapolitan. 11. a. 7 
(Ac 83. Gregory, Prolegomm. 2. 627) the same matter is found 
which we have copied from Codex H. Between the words yeypap- 
pévov and mpoopavyots, however, comes the ‘Navigatio Pauli, 
which frequently occurs in Mss containing the Euthalian appa- 
ratus. At the end of the piece is the word wedcias, which com- 
pletes the sense. There are other minor variations, but they are 
not of a kind to make it improbable that the whole of this matter 
is ultimately derived from Codex H itself. At the beginning, 
however, there is an important variant: for we read Evdypvos 
éypaya cal é&eOéunv x.7.r. (cf. Fabric-Harless v 789). An 
examination of the facsimile of H convinced Dr Ehrhard that, in 
the almost obliterated line preceding the word éypayra, part of the 
name Evaypios could be traced; and M. Omont examined the 
original at his request, and confirmed his view. 

Zacagni’s date for EKuthalius (4.pD. 458) was derived from a 
notice in the Martyriwm Pauli, which follows the Prologue to the 
Pauline Epistles (Zac. 535 ff.) This is however the second of two 
dates which this piece contains. For, first of all, we are told that 
‘the whole time from S. Paul’s martyrdom is 330 years, wntil the 
present consulship, Arcadius IV. and Honorius III.’ Then follows 
an additional note, which says that ‘from that consulship to the 
present consulship, Leo Augustus I., is 63 years.’ Zacagni explained 
the first date (A.D. 396) as that of the Father from whom Euthalius 
derived his chapter suunmaries. He supposed that Euthalius had 
also borrowed from him this little statement about S. Paul’s 
martyrdom. ‘he later date he regarded as that of Euthalius 
himself. 

It is obvious to suggest that the second date is really that of a 
copyist of some Euthalian Ms, who wished to bring the reckoning 
~ down to his own times. Indeed Zacagni himself affords us in his 
foot-note material confirmatory of this view: for he says that he 
found the notice containing the second date in some only of his 
Mss. It appears to be absent- from most Mss, as well as from 

1 For the text of the Martyrium see below, p. 29 (cf. p. 47). 
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Oecumenius, who cites this Martyriwm. Thus the internal and 
the external evidence combine to deprive it of authority. 

Dr Ehrhard, while recognising the earlier date (A.D. 396) as 
the true one, proposes to take a bold step and dispose of Euthalius 
himself; substituting for him Evagrius Ponticus, who lived in 
Egypt at the end of the fourth century. His argument in brief 
is this. The colophon of H is clearly by the same hand as the 
recognised ‘Euthalian’ apparatus. (His proof of this he works 
out by a series of parallels.) But this colophon, as the Cod. 
Neap. has helped us to see, began with the name of Evdypuos. 
Euthalius has always been a mysterious person: now deacon, now 
bishop; now of Alexandria, now of Sulca, wherever that may be: 
his name, moreover, is wanting entirely in many Mss, while in 
one codex at least Pamphilus takes his place. Evagrius Ponticus 
died in 399: his claim to the authorship of the ‘ Euthalian’ edition 
at least deserves a hearing. 

I am surprised that Dr Ehrhard, who has gathered together 
an immense collection of details illustrating the whole subject, 
should have failed to notice that Fabricius-Harless (v. 789), to 
which he refers for a description of the Neapolitan codex, tells us 
that this codex has at the end of the Prologue to the Pauline 
Epistles these words : 

Evaypios Suedov tas dvayvecers Kal éxotixicas Tacay THY 
droatonuKkny BiBdrov axpiBas Kata v. atixous Kal Ta Kepadata 
éxdotns avayvdcews rrapeOnka, Kai Tas év avtn pepopevas pap- 
ruplas, éru 89 Kal dowv  avayvwcis oTixwv TUYYaveEl. 

If now we turn to Zacagni’s edition (p. 541), we find the same 
note at the close of the dvaxehadaiwors dvayvdcewr K.T.r. for 
all the Pauline Epistles. But its first words run thus: Avetdov 
ras avayvoces Kal éotixica Tacay Thy «.7.r. It is evident at 
once that Sefrov and éoriyica are the true readings. It is 
further to be observed that the anonymous form of the note is 
in harmony with similar notes on pp. 413 and 479. It is possible 
of course that the name of Evagrius has been systematically sup- 
pressed in all these places. 

4. Whatever judgment we may pass on Dr Ehrhard’s view, of 
which I have only given the merest outline, we must be grateful 
to him for the many facts to which he has drawn our attention 
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in the exposition of it. His essay soon called forth another of 
perhaps equal importance in the same Journal (Centralblatt fiir 
Bibliothekswesen, 1893, x. 2, pp. 49—70) by Ernst von Dobschiitz 
of Berlin. Herr von Dobschiitz holds that Codex H, so far as 
its mutilated condition allows us to judge of it, represents a com- 
paratively late and incomplete form of the Euthalian edition, and 
that the writer of its colophon borrowed its Euthalian phraseology 
from the genuine Prologues. In this latter view he revives a 
suggestion made long ago by Montfaucon (Bibliotheca Coisliniana, 
p. 261). He gives us some interesting information derived from 
an independent study of Euthalian Mss, and inclines to maintain 
Zacagni’s view of the two dates in the Martyriwm Pauli, and to 
assign the first part of it to Theodore of Mopsuestia, and the 
second to Euthalius. 

We pass on from these two important contributions to the 
Euthalian problem, which appear hitherto to have escaped notice 
in England, to speak of some interesting work which has lately 
been published on the same subject in our own country. 

5. In reprinting in 1893 his valuable Essay on Stichometry, 
which summarises the researches of Graux and others and applies 
their results to Biblical codices, Dr Rendel Harris added as an 
appendix a Lecture on the origin of Codices 8 and B. In the 
earlier part of his book he had discussed at some length the 
stichometry found in Zacagni’s edition of Euthalius, and in this 
appendix he endeavours to throw light upon some of the ob- 
securities which surround his personality and his work. The 
Euthalian Prologues to the Acts and the Catholic Epistles are 
addressed to a certain Athanasius (adedpé "APavaove mpoocdgi- 
Aorate Z. 409; aderdé "AOavacre tipidtare Z. 476). Tf, with 
Zacagni, we accept A.D. 458 as the date of the Euthalian edition 
of the Pauline Epistles, more than 30 years must elapse before 
the edition of the Acts and Catholic Epistles could be dedicated 
to the younger archbishop Athanasius. But this long interval is 
inconsistent with the statements of the Prologue to the Acts. 
Dr Harris observed that throughout this Prologue the writer is 
perpetually playing with the word pedérn, illustrating from all 
sources the importance of the study of the Scriptures. He be- 
lieves that in one passage Euthalius distinctly refers to Medéry 
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as ‘the namesake’ of the Father to whom he dedicates his 
edition': and with great ingenuity he suggests that this Father's 
real name was Meletius; that he is to be identified with Meletius 
of Mopsuestia; and that the name of Athanasius was afterwards 
introduced by scribes, who wished to substitute an orthodox 
Father for an exiled heretic. Meletius was a pupil of Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, and thus we come round by a new route to the 
suggestion of Mill that it was from Theodore that Euthalius 
borrowed his chapter summaries for the Pauline Epistles. 

Dr Harris further discusses the colophon of Cod. H, noting 
the parallel between its phraseology and that of the Prologue to 
the Acts. His object is to confirm the connection of Euthalius 
with Caesarea; for this connection has become of importance, 
since, as he had already pointed out, the secord numeration of 
the chapters of the Acts in Zacagni’s codex corresponds with the 
earlier numeration in the margin of Cod. B. 

As the title of the Prologue to the Acts has hitherto been 
Ev@aniov...rpos "A@avacvov, it is curious to see that, while a 
German scholar has disposed of Euthalius, an English scholar 
has unseated Athanasius. If we were free to combine their 
results, we should have as our new title Evaypiov...mpos 
Meréreov. But I am afraid that neither of the critics could 
consent to this juxtaposition. 

6. In an article in the Journal of Philology (1895, vol. XXIIL., 
no. 46, pp. 241—259) Mr F. C. Conybeare of Oxford makes an 
interesting contribution to the Euthalian question. He points 
out that an Armenian codex (c. A.D. 1270) of the Acts and 
Epistles in the British Museum (Add. 19,730), which contains 
the Euthalian Prologues, has likewise at the end of the Epistle 
to Philemon the colophon and the quaint notices following it, 
which we have been considering above. The same matter is 
found, he tells us, in the same place in an entire Bible (a.D. 
1220) at S. Lazzaro, and in another belonging to Lord Zouche. 
The Greek original of the colophon he rightly finds in Codex H: 
but he is unaware that the ‘Address’ and ‘ Reply’ are also there’. 


1 Zac. p. 406: Harris, Stichometry, p. 80. 
2 They are printed in Montfaucon’s Bibliotheca Coisliniana (Paris, 1715, p. 261), 
but not in Dr Gregory’s description of Codex H. 
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This latter fact, however, greatly strengthens his argument for 
the close connection between the Armenian Mss named above 
and Codex H. 

It should be noted, further, that part of the colophon is cited 
at the end of Philemon by Zohrab, the learned editor of the 
Venice Bible (1805, p. 824 n.), who referred it conjecturally to 
the pen of Euthalius. The whole with its appendices is given 
by Father Carekin (Cat. of Anc. Arm. Translations, p. 139) from 
the Venice Codex, where the text does not greatly differ from 
that of the British Museum ms. The words, however, which in 
the latter Ms represented card Stvayww are wanting. Both texts 
give at the close of the ‘Reply,’ after the words ‘nor again will 
I grudge the benefit of any,’ the following addition: ‘but, when I 
lend thee to my friends, I will take a goodly copy: in exchange’ 
There follows, likewise in both texts, the ‘N avigatio Pauli.’ 

The mutilated condition of Codex H allows us little oppor- 
tunity of judging of the extent of the apparatus which it origi- 
nally contained; but enough is left before Galatians, 1 Timothy 
and Titus, to prove that the spurious hypotheses prefixed to the 
Epistles, which even Zacagni rejected, were not included in that 
codex. Nor are they found in the Armenian ms, B. M. Add. 
‘19,730: Here then we have a fresh point of connection between 
these codices. 

It is well to observe at this point that the Euthalian apparatus 
is given in a fuller form in some Armenian MSS; as may be seen 
by a reference to Zohrab’s edition, where, for example, the spurious 
hypotheses are printed before the list of chapters of each Epistle. 
This may suggest that there was a tendency from time to time to 
supplement the Armenian Version by the addition of apparatus 
taken over from Greek codices. 

This variation between Armenian codices in the matter of 
their subsidiary apparatus receives a further illustration from the 
Martyriwm Pauli, to which reference has already been made. 


1 The Greek for this is found in the Neapolitan Codex, which as von Dobschiitz 
points out, in correction of a statement of Ehrhard, continues after eperelas thus: 
Xphow de roils Pidois, dévdmiarov dvTiB.Brov hau Bdvwv (Centralblatt fiir Bibl. x. 2, p. 59f.). 
The Armenian translator has misunderstood dy7iSiBdov, which, as von Dobschiitz 
(ibid.) shews, means a ‘receipt’ or ‘ quittance.’ 
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Zohrab prints it, where Zacagni too has it, at the end of the 
Prologue to the Pauline Epistles. Mr Conybeare says that it 1s in 
Lord Zouche’s Bible, though he does not tell us at what place it 
occurs. But B. M. Add. 19,730 and (apparently) the Venice Bible 
of 1220 A.D. do not contain it. 

Mr Conybeare rightly points out that, where the Martyrium 
does occur in Armenian Bibles, it is found in the shorter form : 
that is to say, it does not contain the interpolated second date, 
which, as Zacagni’s foot-note had shewn us, is not found in all the 
Greek MSS. 

To the theory which Mr Conybeare bases on the connection 
between Cod. H and certain Armenian codices we shall come in a 
later chapter. At present we must pass on with an expression of 
our gratitude to him, as the first Western scholar who has directed 
our attention to the existence of the colophon of H in an Armenian 
form. 

For the history of the colophon it is important to note that the 
perplexing name of Evagrius does not occur in the Armenian copies. 


CHAPTER II. 
THE WORK DONE BY EUTHALIUS. 


THE actual work done by Euthalius for his edition of the 
Pauline Epistles and of the Acts and Catholic Epistles is a subject 
which deserves a critical treatment. Even Zacagni was not 
prepared to ascribe everything which he found in his Codex Regio- 
Alexandrinus to the pen of Euthalius himself. Thus he took 
objection to the Argumenta or “Tarobécess prefixed to the several 
Epistles, on the ground that their statements contradicted those of 
the subscriptions of the Epistles which he regarded as Euthalian : 
and he rejected also a series of Church lessons which he found in 
the margin of his codex. 

Our first duty must be to collect and examine the statements 
which Euthalius makes in his Prologues with regard to the work 
which he has undertaken. We may then go on to enquire what 
portions of the existing apparatus tally with the author’s own 
account of his enterprise. 


Euthalius’s own description of his work. 


We begin with the earlier work, the edition of the Pauline 
Epistles. The Prologue begins (Zac. 515) with a statement that 
the work is undertaken in obedience to the command of one whom 
Kuthalius addresses as ‘most honoured Father’ (aarep tipedtare). 
May he steer the ship by his prayers that it may reach the desired 
haven! Then follows (Z. 516 ff.) a life of S. Paul, closing with the 
mention of the day on which his festival is kept in Rome. Next 
comes (Z. 523) a series of brief summaries of his fourteen Epistles. 
The Epistle to the Hebrews is placed after 2 Thessalonians. In 
connection with the Epistle to Philemon we are told that Onesimus 
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was martyred at Rome under Tertullus by the breaking of his legs. 
The sentences which follow must be given in full (Z. 528): 


Ovras ) aca BiBros mepiéxes TavToiov Eidos TOALTELOY KATA 
mpocavénow. Kal Ta wev Kat’ eriTopny Tap nav elpnoOw mept 
abtav emt tocobdTo: Kal’ éxdaotny Sé cuvTopeas émiaTOAnY ev TOIS 
éEfs mpordEouey Thy THV Keparalwy éxOeow, évl TAY copwTaTwr 
Tit Kal piroypiotoy Tatépwv juadv terovnuévny’ ov pnv ara 
Kal THY TOY avayvdcewy aKpiBecTaTHY TounY, THY TE TOV BeLov 
paptupiav evarddextov ebpecwy rpeis Texvodoyjoavtes avexepa- 
NatwoapeOa, errumopevdpevor TH THS UPHs avayvdoes’ éxOnaopela 
§ ody tabrny ebOds peta TOvdE TOV TPdAOYOD. 

I have here followed mainly B. M. Add. 28,816*. The only im- 
portant variant is the reading of Vat. 363, Cryptoferrat. and Regio- 
Alex., which Zacagni gives in a foot-note: tv b€ Taév Oeiwr. 
This would seem to make the list of quotations the only part of the 
work claimed by Euthalius as original. 

It is to be noted that there appears to be no reference here to 
any work upon the text itself: only preliminary matter is spoken 
of. The Prologue is to be immediately followed by a table for the 
finding of quotations, and then before each Epistle separately we 
may expect the é@ecw kepadraiwv, What is meant by ty Téy 
avayvdcewv axpiBectatny Touny is not clear; as indeed it is uncer- 
tain whether it should be taken with the preceding or the following 
sentence: possibly it is to be interpreted by the later expression 
(Z. 405), wetplats Tais THs dduyopabods juay dvayvacews Topais. 

We now turn to the later work, the edition of the Acts and 
Catholic Epistles. Here the Prologue opens by saying (Z. 403) 
that those who seek immortality study the Scriptures night and 
day. Their commands, when they ask our assistance, cannot be 
disobeyed without peril. 

IIpdrov 8) ody éywye THY atoctoduKny BiBov otuyndov* 
dvayvovs Te Kal ypawas mpenv Siereurdunv mpos Twa TaV év 
XpictS rarépwv judv, petpiws memounnévny pol, old tus modos 
aBadhs ) véos apabhs épnunv oddv Kal atpiBn iévar TpoaTeTay- 

1 Written a.p. 1111 (Ac 205 P 477). It reads év 7 rdv pirocopordruw k.7.d. I 


have used it also from time to time in the following extracts. 


2 So B. M. Add, 28,816. The mss perpetually vary between oriynddv, srorxiddv 
and crovxnddv. 
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uévos. ovdéva ydp Tov Tév dcot Tov Oeiov erperRevoavTo dOyor 
ets Sedpo Siéyvav mept Todt THs ypabhs tavTyns els omovdhy 
TeTonméevov TO oXHuAa. ovdSe yap arp adOddns obtws ovddé 
ToAUMPOS HY, ws Tois érépots (Z. Tods éErépous: fors. Tods érépors) 
ed pada merounpévous Tovous adros dderdds KabvBpitew petpiats 
Tais THS Odvyopabods juadv dvayvdcews Touais. &vayyos Tolvur, 
as edny, THY IlavdAov BiProv aveyvaxds, adtixa 51) wera TadTa Kab 
THvde THY THY aTooTONLKaY Tpdkewr Kua TH Tov KAOOALKOY erl- 
aTorAGy EBdoudds trovécas, aptiws cou rémopha, cvyyveuny ye 
Tretarny aitadv én’ duoiv TOAuNs Owod Kal mpoterteias THs emis. 

Later on (Z. 409) we read: ...évayyos euolye tiv Te Tév 
mpakewr BiBrov dua Kat caborKdv erictorav avayvdvai Te KaTa 
mpoowdiav Kal mas avaxeharaiwoacbat Kai Sierely tovTwv éxd- 
OTNS TOV voUY NETTOMEpas mpocértakas, aderpé "APavacie mpoo- 
piréotate. Kal TodTo ddKxvas ey Kai TpoO%uws TeTomKes, 
atixndov Te ovvOels TovTwY TO pos Kata THY ewavTOd cUmpeTplay 
Mpos evonmov avayvoow, SieTeurpapny év Bpayel ta Exacta cou, 
kat axodovOiay éxOéuevos ddrvyooTHy avaxeparalwow, mpdTov 
mept dv Aovkds 6 ebayyeduoTHs cuvétake mpoormuacdpevos. 

A few lines about S. Luke and his work follow, and so the 
Prologue closes. 

From these notices we gain fresh light as to the earlier work 
on the Pauline Epistles. We see that Euthalius felt that he was 
there breaking new ground in one important particular. He was 
contributing to an intelligent reading of the sacred text by dis- 
tributing it into short sentences. This work is described by 
various phrases: orvynddov dvayvovs te Kal ypayras—perpiars 
Taig THS OAyOMAPDS nudv avayydcews Tomais—avayvadvat KaTa 
mpoopdltav—artixndov cuvbels TovTwv Td Upos Kata Ty guavTod 
TvUpmeTplav pos evaonuov avayvwow. 

In his new book he is to do this for the Acts and Catholic 
Epistles, and at the same time to give a summary of the contents 
of each Epistle arranged in chapters. He says nothing here of a 
table of quotations. 

To the Catholic Epistles a much briefer Prologue is prefixed. 

“Even small ventures are perilous to small men. I am very 
small, and my labours far too great for my safety. My little skiff 
must inevitably go down in the storm, but that I plead obedience, 
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and claim indulgence and prayer on my behalf.” At the close 
(Z. 477) we read: "Bye 8 rou otvyndov Tas kaborikas KabeEns 
émiatonras dvayvdécopat, Thy Tav Keparalov eOeoww Gua Kai Oetov 
paptupiayv petplas évOévde Tovovpevos. 

Here the three parts of his work are briefly enumerated: the 
distribution of the text into sentences, the chapter summaries, and 
the table of quotations. 


Examination of Zacagni’s materials. 


Bearing in mind the statement of Euthalius (Z. 529) that the 
table of quotations will immediately follow the Prologue to the 
Pauline Epistles, we turn to Zacagni’s edition to see what is 
actually presented to us. Here (p. 535) the Prologue is succeeded 
by 

(1) Mapripiov Iadtdou tod drroatodov. 

(2) ’Avaxeharaiwos TAY dvayvacewy Kai dv Exovat Kepadaiov 
kal paptupiav Kal? éxaotny emiatodjy Tod atroaTOXou, Kal bowv 
éxdorn TovTav otiyov Tuyyaver. (Z. 537.) 

(3) TIpéypappa of 10 lines (Z. 542), explaining the use of 
black and red numeration in what follows, viz., 

(4) ’Avaxeparaiwars Oeiov paptupiov—a brief summary. 

(5) TIpéypappa of 26 lines (Z. 548), explaining the use of 
black and red numeration in what follows, viz., 

(6) "Avaxedaratocis Oeiwy paptuprdv—a full table in which 
the words of the quotations are given. 

(7) A list of the Pauline Epistles, and a note on their number. 

(8) ‘TardGecis mpetns mpds ‘Pwopalous émvatonis. 

(9) "ExOeows xebaraiwr for the Epistle to the Romans. 


The Tables of Lections. 


It is obvious at a glance that we have here something more 
than Euthalius had promisedus. Reserving the wapripsov Iavaov 
for treatment later on, let us look first at (2), the avaxega- 
Nalwows Tov avayvdcewv. A similar table follows the Prologue to 
the Acts, but Zacagni found it only in his Codex Regio-Alex. Of 


a 
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the like table which follows the Prologue to the Catholic Epistles 
he says that he found it in that codex and in Cryptoferratensis, 
but im no other: and this seems to hold also for the Pauline 
Epistles. These tables of avayvéceis, then, are wanting in most 
of the Euthalian Mss. Let us examine their contents. 

The Epistle to the Romans has 5 dvayvdces, 19 xepddaca, 
48 waptupiat, 920 otixou. The details we may abbreviate by 
tabulation : 


dvaryvioers. Kepd\ara. Mapruplat, ortxou. 
I 4 (1—4) 9 (I—9) 249 

II 9 (5—13) 1 (10) 248 
III 3 (14—16) 26 (11—36) 185 
IV 1 (17) 6 (37—42) 125 

V 2 (18, 19) 6 (43—48) 125 


The ortyou when added up make 925 instead of 920: probably 
the error has come in by assimilation of the numbers for lections 
IV and V. Similar calculations are given for each of the other 
Pauline Epistles, and for all of them taken together. 

These avayvecets are not only very long, but also curiously 
irregular in length, as a glance at the table for the Romans will 
shew. Zacagni notes, as the beginnings of the five into which this 
Epistle is divided, Ro i. 1, v. 1, ix. 1, xii. 1, xv. 1: that is to say, 
the first and second lections each contain four of the chapters into 
which our modern Bibles are divided; the third and fourth each 
contain three of our chapters; and the fifth contains two. Similarly 
1 Corinthians divides thus: i. 1, vii. 1, viii. 1, xii. 1, xv. 1. This 
coincidence with the first verses of our chapters is not constant ; 
there appear to be four exceptions, 2 Co iv. 7, Gal iii. 15, 
Col ii. 17, Heb vii. 11: the main breaks in an Epistle however 
would naturally fall at places where one of our chapters closes and 
another begins. 

What is the origin of these long lections, or what purpose they 
ever served, I cannot tell. They look like the divisions of a 
commentator, rather than lections for reading in Church. At 
first sight it might seem that we have here the d«piBeorarn Trav 
dvayvecewy Tou, promised us by Euthalius in his Prologue 
(Z. 529): but the absence of these tables from the great majority 
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of Euthalian codices? is against this: as is also the fact that they 
do not appear in any form in the subsequent tables, not even in 
that of the chapter summaries. It is possible that the words 
of Euthalius were interpreted in a wrong sense, and accordingly 
led to the insertion of these tables of avayvéces to fill what 
appeared to be a gap in the apparatus. 

On the whole it will be wisest for the present to abstain from 
attributing these tables to Euthalius himself. 

Before we leave them, two points deserve our attention : 

(1) The title of the Acts of the Apostles in Codex &, at the 
beginning of the book and wherever it occurs as a headline, is 
simply pafes. The subscription? in & however speaks of it as 
IIpaéevs drrootédwv, which is its title?in Bandin D. All other 
Mss seem to have a fuller title still, Origen seems to refer to 
the book most frequently by the shortest title, IIpa£evs. 

Now it may be accidental, but it is certainly worth noting, 
that Euthalius in referring to the book in his Prologue to the Acts 
and in his undoubtedly genuine tables of quotations and chapter 
summaries never uses the name [Ipafeus drootokwv. Thus we 
have: Z. 403 Ipéroyos rév rpakewy, Z. 405 tv TOV atrooTOALKOY 
mpadtewr (BiBrov), Z. 409 rv tadv mpakewy BiBrov, Z. 410 Thy 
mepi Tov aTootodiKay mpakewy (BiBrov), Z. 415 dvaxeparaiwars 
Oelwv paptupiav ths BiBdov Thv mpakewy, Z. 421 amadoar ai 
paptupia Tav mpadkewy da'., Z.428 xeparara tov tpakewv. In the 
Prologue to the Pauline Epistles we have indeed (Z. 531) Aoveas 
6 Tas Tpakets TOV aTrocTOAwY ypah]} Tapasovs, and in the next 
sentence iotopet Aouxds ev tais mpd&eot tTév aroctTohwv: but 
mpakées alone is found twice a little later on (Z. 534). 

But the table of dvayvecers with which we have been dealing 
has at the beginning and at the end the title 7 BiBdos trav 
mpdtewv tév aroctéhwv. A similar title occurs elsewhere in the 
materials published by Zacagni (pp. 414, 421 bis, 428, 443); but 

1 The table for the Acts occurs in a somewhat shorter form in the Armenian 
Codex, Brit. Mus. Add. 19,730: and in w*t (Trin. Coll. Camb. B. 10. 16) in the 
case of the Pauline Epp. the number of dvayvdcers is recorded in the subscriptions 
to the Epistles: so too in Neap. u. A. 7 (v. Dobschiitz). 

2 The subscription is by the hand that wrote the text of the Acts; the titles and 


headlines by the diorthotes (D): Tisch. N. T. Sin. (1863) p. xxii. 
3 Also its subscription in B; but not its headline, which is rpages. 
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in every case there are strong reasons for rejecting the sections 
or headings containing it. 

(2) Each of the three tables of dvayvdéces is closed with a 
short note which repeats in part the language of its title. Thus, 
for the Acts: dvetAov Tas avayvdces Ths BiBrov Tov mpakewv 
TOV aTOOTOAMY, Kal TA KEparala ExdoTNS avayvecews TapéOnKka 
Kal tas év avtn hepouévas paptupias, ere &€ Kal dowv ExaoTn 
otixov tuyyaver (Z, 413). .The note for the Catholic Epistles is 
exactly similar. Now we have no ground for attributing to 
Euthalius any interest at all in stichometry proper; that is, in the 
numeration of measured oriyou, as opposed to what is conveniently 
called colometry, or the distribution of the text into sense-lines. 
So that it is satisfactory to get rid of these two notes. The third 
(Z. 541) must go with them: SvetAov Tas dvayvdces Kai éotixica 
Tacav THY aTocTONKHY BiBXrov aKpiBas KATA TEVTHKOYTA TLXOUS, 
Kal Ta Keharaia éExaotns avayvdcews x.7.r. This is the place 
where, as we learnt from Fabricius, the name of Evagrius is found 
in the Neapolitan codex. Moreover it is the passage which has 
been used to accentuate the stichometrical zeal of Euthalius, who 
is supposed to have made his own calculation of the oriyov, noting 
in his margin every fiftieth occurrence. We shall probably not 
esteem him the less, when he is stripped of his mathematical 
honours. | 


The Short Tables of Quotations. 


So much for the table of dvayvdcers. The next to go is the 
first and much more condensed table of quotations, Let us 
begin by considering that prefixed to the Acts. We shall not 
reject it on the ground that its heading speaks of mwpafeus tav 
amoctoXor, though that may arouse our suspicion: nor because it 
says ou“ov paptupia Aa’., whereas Euthalius says amadcae ai 
poaptupiar Tov mpagewv Aa’. Our first ground of objection is that 
it has no special use in a book which contains the fuller table, 
though it is arranged according to the books of the O. T., and not 
according to the sequence of the Acts. Our second ground is that 
it is inconsistent with the fuller table. This short table contains 
one quotation from Deuteronomy, the longer table contains none: 


R. E. 2 
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for this particular quotation it ascribes, though wrongly, to 
Exodus. Now the short table reckons it also among the quotations 
from Exodus; so that it has it twice. How is it then that both 
tables reckon 31 quotations for the whole of the Acts? If we 
look at Zacagni’s edition (p. 420) we see that in the fuller list 
No. 24 is altogether missing. This he explains on the ground that 
it is in fact only a partial repetition of No. 4, and as such it seems 
to be marked in the margin of the text where it occurs. But the 
compiler of the short table has dropped it altogether, and so he is 
able to present the same total as he found in the fuller table. 

At the close of the first table of quotations in the Pauline 
Epistles, we have a list of the places from which these Epistles 
were written. They correspond with those mentioned in the 
subscriptions to the Epistles. Another list follows in which the 
Epistles are distributed according as to whether S. Paul writes in 
his own name alone, or joins another with him in the opening 
salutation, or remains anonymous as in the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
None of this matter has any claim to a Euthalian origin. 

With these short tables, which we may now dismiss, will go the 
programmata which explain the use of black and red numeration 
which is found in them. 


The Full Tables of Quotations. 


We pass on now to the fuller tables of quotations. There 
seems no reason to doubt that these are the genuine work of 
Euthalius in fulfilment of the pledge given in his Prologues. The 
_quotations in the Acts, for example (Z. 415—421), are copied out 
in full, part of their New Testament context sometimes finding a 
place with them. To each is prefixed a number, which will be 
found later on in the margin of the text itself. Beside O. T, 
quotations, we find two (i. 5, xiii. 25) from S. Matthew, one (xvii. 
28) from Aratus the Astronomer and Homer the Poet, and one 
(xx. 35) from the Apostolic Constitutions. The table is perfectly 
simple: it requires no programma, and has none. 

The corresponding table of quotations in the Pauline Epistles 
is provided with a double numeration. The first series of numerals 
is red, and begins afresh with each Epistle: the second series is 
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black, and is continuous throughout the fourteen Epistles, shewing 
how often, up to the point indicated, the same book has been 
quoted by §. Paul. Thus for 1 Co ii. 16 we have the following 
numeration (Z. 556): 

TIT. [vf’]. "Hoalov rpopyrov is’. 


This means that the quotation is the fourth quotation in the 
first Epistle to the Corinthians, and that the Apostle now quotes 
for the sixteenth time from the Prophet Isaiah ; one such quotation 
having already occurred in this Epistle and 14 in the Epistle to 
the Romans, The number which I have bracketed is an insertion 
of Zacagni’s, based on a misunderstanding of the preceding pro- 
gramma. Two questions arise at this point: is this double 
numeration original? and did Euthalius himself use red and 
black to distinguish between the two series ? 

The treatment of the Pauline Epistles as a single book, which 
is implied in the second numeration, is attested by the ancient 
chapter numbers in Cod. B, which form one series throughout the 
fourteen Epistles. It is further attested for the Ms which gave 
these numbers to B by the breaks in the series caused by the 
change of the position of Hebrews, which must once have followed 
Galatians, whereas in B it follows 2 Thessalonians. 

But in Codex H, from which unhappily all the prefatory 
matter is now lost, we find only the first series in the margin of 
the text’. Thus against Heb ii. 13 we have: 

i ia 
HCAIOY HCAlOY 

These correspond to X. and XI. of Zacagni’s table (p. 563). In 
later codices we should find underneath them Kr and ka, as they are 
the 23rd and 24th citations from Isaiah which occur in the book 
of the Pauline Epistles. Either, then, we must say that Codex H 
has given us the Euthalian tradition at this point in an incomplete 


1 In quotations from the Psalms we have a double numeration: but the lower 
number is that of the Psalm itself. Thus at Heb ii. 12 we have: 
0 f) 
Yarn 
KS 
the quotation being no. IX in the Epistle, and from Ps xxi. (xxii.). 
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form: or we must say that the second numeration is one of the 
many later elaborations of Euthalius’s more simple scheme. To 
my mind the latter alternative is the more reasonable. If we 
accept it, the distinction of black and red numeration falls of 
course to a period subsequent to that of Euthalius himself. 

The table for the Pauline Epistles is closed by two lists. 
The first of these (Z. 568 f.) gives the numbers of the quotations 
which occur more than once in the Epistles. There is no reason 
to assign it to Euthalius: it is probably from the hand of the 
compiler of the first table of quotations. The second (Z. 569) 
is a mere list of titles of the Epistles. It begins: Tade éveotuv. 
Ilaviov émictorat. 1% mpos ‘Pwpatous, x.7.A. It is somewhat 
belated where it occurs, and is probably a subsequent addition. 


The Pseudo-Athanasian Summaries. 


The next instalment in the apparatus of the Pauline Epistles 
is a short note (Z. 570) headed: Ard té Haddov ématonal dexa- 
récoapes déyovta. The heading is absurd; for the note itself 
does not attempt to answer the question: and both it and the 
bobects to the Epistle to the Romans which follows it are in- 
terpolations into the Euthalian work. They come, as was pointed 
out by Matthaei and also independently by von Dobschiitz, from 
the Synopsis attributed to S, Athanasius (see Appendix). 


The Tables of Chapter Summaries. 


1. Next we come to the summaries of the chapters of the 
Romans (Z. 573). Here we find two headings. The second is 
probably original: xepadava ris mpds ‘Pwpatous érurronhs IlavaAov 
10’. The first is a general heading for all the Epistles, and is clearly 
out of place. It is omitted in Zohrab’s edition of the Armenian 
Bible, and is perhaps spurious. It runs as follows: "Ex@ecus 
keharatov KaborgKdv Kal? éxdorny émloTOANY TOD aTroaToOXoV, 
éydvT@v Twaev Kal pepixds drodiatpécers Tas Sid Tov KUWva- 
Bdpews: that is to say, some of the chapters have subdivisions 
which are indicated by red letters. We must consider this in 
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connection with the first heading to the list of chapters in the 
Acts. 

There (Z. 428) the list is headed neharata tév mpakewr, but 
we find a note before it to which is prefixed &Oeo.s keharaiov 
Tov mpakewyr TOV atooToAwy. We observe, in passing, that the 
heading of this note gives us the longer title of the Acts. 

The note must be given in full. 


"Ex tratépav nets Kal didacKddwv TOV TpoTOY Kal TOV TUTOV 
apednméevoe eyyerpodmev petpins THde THY Keharalwy éxOécen, 
airobvres cuyyvopnv mporreTeias, nwels of véor Ypdvwv Te Kal 
Mabnudrwv tap vuov éxdotrov ToY avayiwwoKovToV, EevyH TH 
tmép nuaov THY cvuTEpLpopay KopCopevor. éxT’OéucOa yodv av- 
thv Kal (otopiav AovKkad Tod ev’ayyedtoTOD Kai cvyypadéws. ToL- 
yapody dia yey ToD péAavos avToTeAn Ta Kepddaia, dia 8é Tod 
KwvaBapewas Tas év pépes TovTwY eyopuévas vrodiatpécers éon- 
pecooapela. 

This note differs from other personal statements which we 
have found reason to reject, inasmuch as the writer speaks not 
in the first person singular, but in the first person plural. The 
tone of it is quite in harmony with the Prologues, and the 
flowing style and the distinctive phraseology (uetpiws, eiyh TH 
vmép nuav, cvuTepipopay) remind us of Euthalius. The only 
serious doubt arises when we come to the last sentence. We 
have refused to Euthalius the distinction of black and red in the 
numeration of quotations. Is it genuine here ? 

Now there is no reason why Euthalius, had he so desired, 
should not have used a red pigment (xwvdfapt), as Eusebius 
seems to have done in his Chronicon and in his table of 
Canons. But we have a good ground for doubting whether he 
actually did. 

Montfaucon in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana (pp. 78 ff.) cites 
from a tenth century MS (Coislin. xxv.) the following matter 
which is prefixed to a Catena on the Acts and Catholic Epistles, 
stated in a colophon to have been compiled by a certain presbyter 
named Andreas : 


"Exbeois Keharalwoyv tav mpakewy tod Ilaydindouv. 
v ™p pe 


"Ex tatépov nueis Kal dudacKddov K.T.r. as above. 
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The last sentence however runs thus: tovyapodv da pev TOD 
adrnpa cal Bara adbrotenh Ta kepdrava, Soa Sé TOD aaTe- 
picxov tas év péper ToUTHY éyouévas vmodiatpécers eonpelw- 
odpeba. Then follows without a fresh heading: a’. mepi THs 
e& dvactaceas x.7.r., the first of the chapter summaries. The 
whole of the summaries Montfaucon prints in full, believing that 
in them we have a genuine work of Pamphilus of Caesarea. The 
last chapter number is 0’, the y’ before the last summary having 
been omitted and the summary made to run on with the pre- 
ceding one. But the closing note says: kepada pev Ta dra 
ul, ta 88 rolrows émopeva atwa Tas onperdoes EXovoL dua 
ToD % pn’. 

Now all this has an earlier look, when compared with the 
material which Zacagni gives us. In the first place the words 
Tév aroctodwy are absent from the title. Originally no doubt 
it ran: "ExOeous tov Keparalwv tdv mpd~ewv. The addition 
of rod Ilaufitov may be due to the conjecture of Andreas, 
who may have used a MS written in the Caesarean library. 
Further, the use of the asterisk in MSS for various purposes is 
well known from its employment by the Homeric critics and by 
Origen in his Hexapla. Moreover, if we suppose that at first 
the subdivisions were marked only by an asterisk* and not by 
letters, whether black or red, we get the explanation of the varia- 
tion and confusion which we find in regard to these subdivisions 
in many codices. ; 

Thus in Codex H, where the main chapters are numbered in 
black and the subdivisions in red, we have (in the chapter 
summaries of the Epistle to the Hebrews) for chap. z, which has 
two subdivisions: z in black, with a in red immediately under- 
neath it; then the subdivisions are numbered in red as B and r. 
But in Zacagni’s edition the main chapter is not numbered twice, 
and the subdivisions are numbered as a’ and #’. A similar plan 
is followed in Zohrab’s edition of the Armenian Bible. 

If the original work of Euthalius marked the subdivisions only 


1 Montfaucon notes that the asterisks have entirely disappeared from the codex 
in question. So too in Oecumenius (Morel’s edn. Paris, 1630) there are no sub- 
divisions marked: though at the end we have Blot ra pev abroredh Kepddara ey TA 
5é rovrots érdpeva py’. 
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by asterisks, it is easy to see that, when this primitive notation 
was replaced by letters, either of the systems described above 
might be adopted. 

In the table prefixed to 1 Timothy in Codex H, chapters = and 
Z should each be divided, according to the scheme used in this 
codex, into two parts numbered with a and B in red. For they 
each contain one subdivision, beginning as usual with the words 
év @, and duly marked in each case by Zacagni with the symbol a’. 
But in Codex H there is no trace here of secondary numeration’. 
The reason probably is that the original asterisks had fallen out, 
or had been neglected by the scribe who substituted letters for 
asterisks throughout the Codex. 

The following systems of numeration are actually found in 
mss. I have used minuscules for convenience to represent the 
red capitals. 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
A A A A A 
* B a a B 
om ioey wom hp tL 
B B B B A 
% B a Y EK 
% Y B 3) oF 
% 8 Y € Z 
Tr % 1h Lr H 
* B a > 3) 


(1) is that promised, though not given, in Coisl. XXV., as we 
have seen above. 

In the Cambridge University Library two Mss shew asterisks 
occasionally : Kk vi 4 (saec. xi.) in the margin of the text of 2 Pe 
and 1 Jo; and Ff 1 30 (saec. xi.), where the summaries of the 
last chapter and subdivision in Colossians are written thus : 

i ta mpos TOUS OLKELoUS es év & TA TPOs TOVS GANO 

* tplovs - gudpdvas - oiKxovopiKds : ~ 
But in the text of Colossians the subdivision is marked with 4. 

1 Yon Dobschiitz is mistaken in saying that two strokes in the margin indicate 


the place where a subdivision should have been: for these are the ornaments below 
and above $ and Z respectively. 
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Again, in the case of Coisl. xxx. (saec. xi.), a Catena on the 
Pauline Epistles, we have the following heading before the chapter 
summaries of the Romans: xedaraiwv éxOecis kaboduxav Kal” 
éxdotny émictoN TOD amoatéXou: éxovT@V TAY Kal pEpLKas 
drodiaipécers Tas bia TOD onpelov Tod datepicxov. The subsections 
of chapter i6 are accordingly marked thus: * a’, * 8’, and so on to 
* =’. Here we have a combination of methods (1) and (8). 

(2) is the method which is found in Codex H. 

(3) is that given by Zacagni, and found in many Greek and 
Armenian MSS. - 

(4) is found in Brit. Mus. Add. 28,816 (a.D. 1111) and in 
Wake 12 at Christ Church, Oxford (saec. xi.); but in the latter 
the red and black numerals are inverted, contrary to the express 
statement of the heading of the list. 

(5) is found in the Graeco-Armenian codex Paris B.N. Arm. 9 
for the Romans, though in other parts of this codex method (8) is 
employed. 

So remarkable a variety in methods of numeration is perhaps 
most easily explained if we regard the asterisks as the original 
marks of the subdivisions: and this view is supported by the 
frequent dropping of subdivisions altogether. It is true, as we 
shall see hereafter, wheri we return to this subject in another 
connection, that even the continuous numbering of the sub- 
divisions was not a sufficient protection against the carelessness of 
scribes: but it is obvious that an asterisk was far more likely to be 
dropped, and far less likely to be afterwards replaced, than one of 
the numbers of a series. 


2. After the 40 chapter summaries of the Acts, we find (Z. 438) 
the following statement: Kai obrou of dpiOpuol ods ebpjoeis Ket- 
pévous (Cod. Reg. Alex. edpyceuévovs: emendauit Zac.) &v Te 
revyer Kata Td Bhos THS dvayvdcews peTa pw Kepddaia Kal rv 
paptuplas eiolv dé of mdytes AS. 

I. Tov peév rpetov Aoyov K.7.r. 

Hereupon follows a wholly different system of chapters for the 
Acts, 36 in number, the first words of each chapter being cited. 
This system was found, it would appear, by Zacagni only in a 
single codex. It is absent from most Greek codices and, so far as 
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I am aware, from all codices of the Armenian Version. Dr Harris 
and Dr Gregory have independently observed that the same 
system is found in the margin of Cod. B, being the earlier of the 
two numerations which that codex contains. There is no ground 
at all for connecting it with the original Edition of Euthalius. 
We shall return to its consideration later on, in discussing the 
supposed connection of Euthalius with Caesarea. 


3. A word or two must be said before we leave the Euthalian 
chapter summaries upon a matter which is involved in much 
obscurity. 

Euthalius expressly informs us in his Prologue to the Pauline 
Epistles (Z. 528; see above, p. 12) that the éOeows xeparaiwn, 
which he prefixed to each Epistle, was the work of an earlier 
Father. In his prefatory note to the chapter summaries of the 
Acts he again recognises his obligations to “our fathers and 
teachers” (Z. 428; see above, p. 21), but in this case only for the 
tporros and tv7ros, the method and model of his work. 

It is somewhat puzzling to find, on a comparison of the chapter 
summaries of the Pauline Epistles with those of the Catholic 
Epistles (and in a less degree, on account of their historical 
character, those of the Acts as well), so great a similarity of style 
and phraseology as, apart from the statement of Euthalius himself, 
would certainly force us to the conclusion that they are all from 
beginning to end the work of one and the same writer. A few 
examples may suffice to illustrate this affinity. 


Ro viii. émavddnyis mepi tis év xa¢pire = Ac xv. 8’. eravddns Sv 6 dyyedos 
Cons. KT. 
Xi. é€mavaAn is mepi ths dmoxe- 2 Peiv. émavddn Wis mept Kakias dv- 


pévns dyiows Sd€ns. 

1Cov. epi Siapopas eSecpdrev Kat 

dmoxns Saovixod o«Ba- 
oparos. 

2 Co ad init. kai epi ris peradorixis 


dperns. 


-! ‘ sa Le! , > 
Vl. Kat THs TOU GwpaTos aro- 
, A > , 

Gécews Kal eravadneas. - 


Opamav aiperikov. 
1 Jo vii. a’. 
poviKod oeBdoparos. 


> 2 eo) a 8 
€V ® TEPL ATTOKXNS Oat- 


Jas il. kal mpd&ews adyabns peradori- 
KnS. 

1 Joiv. kal dvabécews peradorixis. 

1 Pe v. wept dmobécews aidav 


mpakeav kal emavadn pews 


x s a 
TOV év MVEVLATL KAPT OV. 
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Eph i. epi ris ev Xpior@ exdroyns 1 Pe viii. evx!) Umep TeAEL@TEWS TOY 
jpav Kat eloayoyns kai TUFTEVOVT OV. 
TEACLOTEDS. BJoi. edyi imep reAeraoews K.T.A, 
Phil i. kal evy7 TeAct@oews. 
2 Thes i. kat edxy brep reActmoews 


avTav K.T.A. 


1 Thes iii. epi apigews ris avrov. Ac xxiv. kal ddigews Tavdov eis 
Makedoviay. 
3 Jo iii, wept afi~ewas abrod mpos 
avtous. 
£ \ Ly! > , of YY / > a ° , a 
vi. mepi rod aipvidios #Eew 2 Pe iv. a’. ev § dri aipvidios née 
‘a 7 ; 
Xpiordv, bore Seiv evrpemi- Xpiords...ore Sev evTpeml- 
p ’ P p 
(ecOat omovd7 k.T.A. CecOar maon apery. 


It is worth while to note also the occurrence in the chapter 
summaries of two somewhat striking words which Euthalius uses 
of himself: ouparepupopd, Ro c. v. a’ and f (cf. Z. 405, 428); and 
ovppertpia, Jas c. iii. (cf. Z. 409 ad fin.). 

It would seem then either that Euthalius must have based his 
later work most carefully upon the Pauline summaries which he 
had previously borrowed, or that his indebtedness to his unnamed 
predecessor cannot have been so great as his modesty would lead 
us to suppose. 


Further Interpolations. 


Some further insertions into the Euthalian apparatus, as 
found in Zacagni’s Edition, may conveniently be noticed at this 
point. 

On p. 425, after the ‘zd0eo1s of the Acts, we find a piece 
entitled ’"ArroSnulac Ilatdov tod arocrodov. It commences 
Amd AapacKod #pEato and ends torepov ey abty Th “Popy 
éuapripnoev. This is little more than a list of places visited by 
S. Paul. In Oecumenius (Morel wt supra 1. 198) the same piece 
goes on further to speak of the Festival of S. Paul at Rome (ef. 
%. 522f.). No one will, I think, be disposed to claim this piece 
for Kuthalius. 

Again on pp. 518 f, at the close of the Catholic Epistles, we 
have three supplementary sections: 

(1) A series of stichometrical calculations and a colophon 


EUTHALIANA. Di 


concerning the correction of the book in the Caesarean Library. 
Of this we shall speak further below (see p. 34). 
(2) “Emiypappa rod év ’AOnvars Bopod, with a note upon it. 
This Inscription is cited by Oecumenius on the Acts ad loc. 
(3) ods Tlatdov rod arroartonov ert “Pounv. 12 lines. 
This is the ‘ Navigatio Pauli, referred to already (pp. 5, 9). It 
is found in various positions in MSS: sometimes at the end of the 
Acts, and sometimes at the end of the Pauline Epistles. Here it 
is peculiarly out of place. 


Critical Results of this Examination. 


We have thus found reason to suspect the genuineness of a 
large portion of the materials which Zacagni has collected under 
the name of Euthalius. The Tables of dvayvacets, to which are 
appended the notes which are the sole ground for crediting 
Euthalius with stichometrical labours; the Short Tables-of Quota- 
tions, with some minor lists attached to them; the Pseudo- 
Athanasian argumenta; the second system of chapter numeration 
for the Acts; and the further interpolations just mentioned :—all 
these must be cleared away if we are to get a true conception of 
the original Edition of Euthalius. 

What remains deserves to be carefully edited: but no edition 
will be complete which does not also give us the spurious matter, 
which is of considerable importance for the history of the Euthalian 
tradition and therefore, though indirectly, for the textual criticism 
of the Acts and Epistles. 

We may probably accept as genuine: 

(1) The three Prologues (Paul. Act. Cath.). 
(2) The Full Tables of Quotations. 


(3) The Chapter Summaries, with the little prefatory note 
prefixed to those of the Acts. 


I have said nothing of the Martyriwum Pauli, for that will 
require a separate consideration. 


CHAPTER III. 
Tus DATE OF EUTHALIUS, AND TRACES OF HIS INFLUENCE. 


The Martyrium Pauli. 


Tue Martyrium Pauli, which occurs in some Greek and some 
Armenian codices immediately after the Euthalian Prologue to the 
Pauline Epistles, plays so important a part in the controversy as 
to the date of Euthalius that it is necessary to subject it to a 
thorough examination. I am not aware that the genuineness of 
this little section, which stands by itself with a title of its own, 
Mapripsov Ilavdov Tod droctoXov, has ever been seriously dis- 
cussed. The dust raised by the controversy as to whether 
Euthalius is the author of the main portion of it which contains 
the earlier date, or of the added part which contains the later date, 
has blinded critics to the necessity of offering a reason for 
attributing to him any share in its composition at all. 

Yet when we have read steadily through the whole of the 
Prologue, it is hard to understand why this little appendix should 
be given us: for Euthalius has already discussed at some length the 
chronology of 8. Paul by the aid of the works of Eusebius. More- 
over its absence from certain mss, Greek and Armenian, is in itself 
suspicious. Zacagni, too, tells us that in his Codex Urbinas 
(=Ac 79 P 90 saec. xi.) it is found without the Euthalian Prologue, 
and called “ Prologue to the fourteen Epistles of 8. Paul.” 

A slight comparison of its phraseology with that of the — 
Prologue disposes of Zacagni’s view that it is the work of the 
‘early Father’ from whom Euthalius borrowed his chapter-divisions 
for it is redolent of Euthalius: the only question is whether it is 
not too redolent. 
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Let us set side by side certain sentences of the Prologue and 
the whole of the Martyrium, excepting the added portion which 


contains the later date. 


Pronoaur to Paunine Episrins. 

Z. 522 Abr 601 ody 5 paxdpwos Maddos 
Tov kaddv dydva dywvicdpevos, 
és dnow adtrdés, rd Trav fepovixov 

na 4 , 
Xpiorod papripor arepdv@ KateKo- 
fs € cal 
opnOn. “Pwpator Sé mepixadr€ow otkors 
kal Bagidciow rovrov Aeiava Kabeip- 
Eavres emérevov aire pvnuns pépay 
mavnyupiCovor Th mpd TpLOv Kadav- 
dav “lovdlor, méumrn Tavépov 
Lnv ds, Tovrov 7) papriptov éoprdtorres. 

Z. 532 "EvOa 81) cvvéBn rov Iaiddov 
TPlLakKOOT® EkTH €ret TOV GaTNplov 

} f , \ , 
mw dOous tpirxaWexdr@ dé Népwvos pap- 
tupjoa, Elder ryv Kearny dro- 
TpnOévra. 

Z. 533 Wept Se ris Sevrépas (dro- 
Noylas), ev # Kal reAXcLodrac TO KaT 

Y' ’ t 
abroy paprupio, pnoi: x.r.r. 

"Lori ody 6 mas xpdvos Tov Kn- 
poyparos Taviov k.r.A. 


Z, 529 ’Avaykaiov S€ yynodpny ev 
Bpaxet kal rov ypdvov éemrionpero- 
cacdat rod Knpvyparos TavXou, ék 
TOV XpovikOv Kavdvev EvoeBlov rod 
Tlappirov ry dvaxepadaiwow rovwd- 
pevos. 


Maprijpiov ILavdouv rod dmocréov. 

*Emt Népwvos rod Kaicapos ‘Popaiwy 
€naprupnoev adr dOu IadXos 6 drdoro- 
os, Eies rv Kehadry arotpnbels 
&v TO TplakooT@ Kal Ext@ ret TOD 
cetnpliov mddovs, Tov Kaddv a- 
yova dyoviodpevos ev “Pouy, mép- 
mTn Heépa Tavépov pnvéds, iris 
Aéyowro dv mapa ‘Pwopaiors mpd 
Tpi@v Kartavddv “lovdAlav, Kab? iy 
eTEAELHON 6 dyos dmdarodos TO Kar’ 
avdrov paptupla, é&nxoare kal evvdro 
€ret THS TOU GwTHpos Hpaov "Inood 
Xpicrov mapovcias. 

"Eotiv ody 6 mas xpdvos && of 
€paptipnoe tpiakdcva Tpidkovra ern 
Héxpt THs mapovons ravrns wmarelas, 
pev tpitns Se 
"Oveplov rav dio ddeApav adroxpardspev 


reraptns *Apkadiou 
> - > , > ~ aA 
Avyovotey, evvdrns ivdikridvos ris 
mevrekawWekaeTnpixns mepiddov, pnvds 
? , > Lome) , € , 
Iouviov eikoory evydry npépa. 
oy , > a \ , 
Eonpetooduny axpiBas tov x pd- 
vov Tov paprupiou ILavAov aroardnou. 


[For the additional note, see p. 47.] 


The passages which I have quoted from the Prologue do not 


practically stand so far apart as the pages of Zacagni’s edition 
suggest; for pp. 523—528 contain brief summaries of the Pauline 
Epistles, and pp. 529—532 a discussion of the chronology based 
on Eusebius: to an epitomiser they would lie sufficiently near 
together. 

It is almost inconceivable that a writer who has so great a 
wealth of expression as the author of the Prologue should repeat 
his own language in this slavish manner. Nor on the other hand 
does it seem in the least probable that the Martyrium has been 
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used at considerable intervals (for the intervals are considerable on 
this view) in the composition of the Prologue. 

Beside these general considerations there are three distinct 
points at which the Martyrium shews itself to be the later docu- 
ment. 

1. At first where, ew hypothesi, the writer embodies a phrase 
of the Prologue he gives the Roman date for June 29, viz. » mpo 
tpidv xaravdav “lovdiov; but lower down we find pnvds lovviou 
eixooTh evvaTn pepg. 

2, The phrase in the Martyrium 7@ kat’ avrov paptupio 1s, 
to say the least, extremely harsh; whether we refer avdrov to S. 
Paul, or to Nero, who has not been mentioned since the first line 
of the piece. But in the Prologue, after quoting with reference 
to the first dzoXoyla, “I was delivered from the mouth of the 
lion,” the writer continues: Todrov tov Népwva elvat Néyov. rept 
88 ths Sevtépas (drrodoyias), év H Kal TedevodTaL TO KAT avTOV 
paptupio, dnoiv’ «.7.d.: so that adtov here clearly refers to Nero. 

3. But a more striking divergence remains to be noticed. 
The author of the Martyrium places the martyrdom itself on 
June 29. But this was a later deduction from the fact that the 
Roman Church kept the festival of SS. Peter and Paul on that 
day, which we know from the Liberian Catalogue (A.D. 354) to 
have been simply the day of the Deposition im A.D. 258 (see Light- 
foot, Clem. Rom. 1890, vol. 11. pp. 499 ff). The mistake was com- 
mon, if not universal, in later times; but it is not made by the 
writer of the Prologue. 

The result of this investigation is somewhat surprising. Neither 
458 nor 396 can any longer be considered the date of Kuthalius. 
We must take him back earlier still. We must allow time for the 
recognition of the value of his work, and the modification of it by 
an epitomiser who desired perhaps to produce an editio minor by 
the abbreviation of the prefatory matter. 


Other indications of date. 


We thus start afresh to look for the date of Euthalius’s work 
at some period anterior to AD. 396. An upper limit is given us 
by his reference to Eusebius (Z. 529). For he tells us that his 
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summary of the chronology of S. Paul’s life is based upon that 
writer: €« Tov xXpovikdv Kavovov EvceBiov tod Ilaudinov rv 
avaxeparaiwaw trovovpevos. In a later passage he embodies 
verbatim the language of Eus. H. £. ut. 24: «ai dnow tov Taddov 
avetov Siatpivvas...royos eyes SvacteikacOas x«.7.r. (Z. 531 ff). 
Accordingly the work of Euthalius must be subsequent to 
A.D. 323. 

The name of the Father (ratep tipidtare, Z. 515) to whom 
the Edition of the Pauline Epistles was dedicated is not given us: 
but the Edition of the Acts and Catholic Epistles is dedicated to 
an Athanasius, who is addressed as adengpé ’APavacre mpoaduré- 
orate (Z, 409) and aderpé ’APavdore tiywwdtate (Z. 476). The 
titles of the Prologues to the Acts and the Catholic Epistles vary 
considerably in the Mss; so that I lay no stress on the words 
mpos “AGavdcov éricxomoyv “AdeEavdpeias, which there occur. 
The tradition, however, which they represent is quite likely to be 
a true one; and now that the second Athanasius, to whom Zacagni 
and others have assigned the reference, is out of the question, I 
see no ground for denying that it was at the request of the great 
Athanasius that this part of the work of Euthalius was under- 
taken. 

It is however due to the clever suggestion of Dr Rendel 
Harris, to which allusion has been made above (pp. 7 f.), that the 
grounds on which it is based should be seriously examined. It 
will be remembered that the constant recurrence of the word 
uedéTn in the Prologue to the Acts led Dr Harris to conjecture 
that the work was really dedicated to some one of the name of 
Meletius, and that this name on account of its many heretical 
associations was afterwards replaced by a name whose orthodoxy 
was above suspicion. Dr Harris has himself observed that the 
Prologue begins with words which might be used to weaken the 
force of his argument: "Ocor rHs dvtws mavy mas ayyiOéou Kal 
Oeogirotds dPavacias cicly épactal, K.7.r....€i9 avTny THY dOa- 
vactav Brérovow (Z. 403 f.). This possible allusion to the name 
of Athanasius is, however, to his mind entirely overshadowed by a 
still clearer allusion to the name of Meletius in another passage 
(Z. 406). But it will be best to give his own words (Stichometry, 


pp. 80 f.): 
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“And now there follows in the prologue an address to the 
person to whom the book is dedicated, which is so important for 
the understanding of it, that I must transcribe a complete sen- 
tence : 

eyo 86 Sixatdrara, Kal para ye 6pOas cvvtpodov Te Kal pidnv 
éeripnuloaye adv cot, Kal KatareEw Tv edTpoonyopor, THY TAU 
hepwvupor, THY TOV eiwv Roylov éudirocopsy pyus werernv, Vp 
Avy yeyoves (I. yeyovads) pirdxpiote, Kab low yé Tor THY SuxTU@V 
abtis brdpxan, Kal Thy épdopLov avtis mpoonyoplav éykatampay- 
parevopevos, cvxvais Te del Kal GKOLMLNTOLS YUpVacials akovopEvos 
(1. doxotpevos) evOarertaTny KaTéoTnoas. 


“The sense of which passage is as follows, after some obvious 
corrections have been made: 

‘With great justice and accuracy I might assign her to thee as 
thy foster-sister and darling, and I will describe her as the fairly- 
entitled, the appropriately-named’, the one skilled in the know- 
ledge of the divine oracles, her, I mean, Mistress Study (werérm), 
under whose power thou hast come, and verily she hath thee in 
the net; while thou, busied in the acquisition of so delightful an 
appellation, and trained ever in persistent and sleepless discipline, 
hast rendered her flourishing indeed.’ 

“The key-word to the understanding of this passage is the 
word perérn. If we had any doubt on the pomt the sentences 
which succeed would settle the question; for the writer goes on to 
remark that even the poets had sung her praises... 

“Now it is clear from this that the writer is playing with the 
word pedérn; and he has personified her and made her into a fair 
bride for the good father to whom he writes. But why should he 
say of her that she is his foster-sister, ay ! and his namesake ?” 

After discussing a passage from the Prologue to the Pauline 
Epistles (Z. 529), where he proposes to read with Boecler’s codex 
(but against the main tradition) wavy dhepwvupov for avtopepwvo- 
pov, he.goes on (p. 82): 

“Tt is reasonable then to assume that in the previous passage 
he is playing on the word pedérn. 


1 Or possibly : the very namesake. 
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“But this can hardly be the case unless the discourse were ad- 
_ dressed not to Athanasius, but to some one of the name of Meletius. 

“Make this supposition and all is clear: Melete (Study) is 
your foster-sister, bride, and namesake ; caught in her toils, you, 
Meletius, have made her renowned.” 

I know how difficult it is to do justice to an argument of this 
kind by giving extracts only; but I hope that Dr Harris’s book 
will be in the hands of most of my readers, and I must ask them 
to consider his view as a whole before they give a judgment 
upon it. Yet I cannot help feeling that the passage cited above 
is capable of a different interpretation. 

His former book, he says, was drawn from him by the com- 
mands of a father; this is the offspring of brotherly goodwill, and 
it must meet with the indulgence of brotherly charity. After 
some praise of charity, he continues: 

‘And for me it is most just and right that I should dedicate 
to thee a foster-sister and a friend of mine; and I will describe 
her as the maiden well-entitled', wholly true to name, Study 
(wedéTn), I mean, that is devoted to the Scriptures: under 
whose spell thou hast come, thou friend of Christ, and in whose 
nets thou art already caught, and whose delightsome title thou 
dost strive to make thine own; and training thyself in her ever 
constant and sleepless exercises thou hast made her flourishing 
indeed.’ 

The epithet ‘true to name’ plays upon the familiar sense of 
pedétn, which is commonly used of ‘ training’ or ‘ practice’ for the 
games. ‘Study,’ indeed, is a derived sense of the word perérn, 
and the athletic metaphor is quite naturally worked out in the 
final clause’. 

1 This unusual sense of evmrpooryopos (generally=‘easy of address,’ ‘ affable’) 
seems to be justified by the context, and to be explained and reinforced in rh 
mdvu pepwovupov. Of. Hus. H. H. v. 24. 18 6 pev Hlpyvatos pepwyuuds ris dv rH 
mpoonyopia airg re TH Tpbmw elpyvorroids. Otherwise we might render: ‘the maid 
of winsome converse..,whose delightsome converse thou dost make the business of 
thy life.” 

21 prefer this interpretation, as more simple, to another offered to me by a 
friend who supposes a play upon pédurra, ‘the veritable Bee of industry.’ To the 
same friend I am indebted for the suggestion that cvvrpopoy must mean ‘one who 


has been brought up with’ Euthalius, and not ‘thy foster-sister’: éyd and co. are 
both in emphatic positions in the sentence. 
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If we are to see a play upon names in ev@adeotarnv, as Dr 
Harris has suggested, I think that the meaning must be: ‘Thou 
hast made the foster-sister of Euthalius ev0aXeorarn.’ 

As far as dates are concerned, Dr Harris may, if he accepts my 
criticism of the Martyrium, choose Meletius of Antioch instead of 
Meletius of Mopsuestia; but I cannot myself think that a case is 
made out for any early deletion of the name Meletius at all. 

If we allow the name Athanasius to stand, it is of course 
possible that some other person of that name may be intended, 
and not the great bishop of Alexandria. Yet it cannot be denied 
that, if our view of the Martyriwm Pauli be correct, there is no 
chronological difficulty to make us distrust the tradition contained 
in the titles of the two Prologues in question. It is to the titles 
alone that we are indebted for the preservation of the name of 
Euthalius himself, and the mystery which shrouds his episcopal 
see—EvOdAwos ésrioxotros LovAKns—is an argument rather for the 
genuineness of the description than the reverse. That Euthalius 
should address him as adeAdds, and again with the exclamation 
& didn pou xebary (Z. 476), is natural enough if he were his 
brother bishop?. 


The Library at Caesarea. 


Zacagni, on p. lxv of his Introduction, declares that Euthalius 
visited Caesarea in Palestine for the purpose of collating the text 
of the Acts and Catholic Epistles with the famous codices of the 
library of Eusebius and Pamphilus. This statement is based on 
a colophon which follows some stichometrical calculations at the 
end of the Epistle of S. Jude (Z. 513), These calculations, like 
others which we have already seen reason to dismiss, have no 
claim to be Euthalian. The scribe gives the number of the 
sticht for the mpooiua of the Acts and of the Catholic Epistles, 


1 It is interesting to note that somewhere about the year 340 the Emperor 
Constans had requested Athanasius to prepare for him certain copies of the Scrip- 
tures : see the Apologia ad Constantium, 4: TG ddeAPG aov odk eypaya, } mdvoy Bre... 
kal dre, mukrlia Ta Belwy ypadar KedetcavTos atTod or KaTacKevdoa, Tara moujoas 
améoTea, 


~ all 
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and the stich for the text of these as well, and then adds, before 


giving the total for the codex, 
Kat TO mpds éuavTov orixos Ko’. 
Tt is plain enough that ¢uavrdy cannot here be referred to the 


author of the mpooima. 
After this follows: 


*AvteBriOn Sé tov mpdtewr Kal KaOonKdv émictordy Td 
BiBriov mpos Ta axpiB avtiypada tadv év Kaicapeia BuBd0o- 
Anns EvoeBiov rod Tapydirov. 

The most natural conclusion to draw from this is that a 
Kuthalian text has in the first instance been copied from, and 
that the codex thus produced has afterwards been corrected by 
a MS in the Caesarean Library. 

The colophon of the Pauline Epistles found in Cod. H and 
in Cod. Neap., and also in some Armenian Mss (see above, pp. 3, 8), 
gives us an exactly similar history for the remaining portion of 
the Euthalian Edition. But there is no ground at all, so far as 
these colophons are concerned, for taking Euthalius himself to 
Caesarea. 

The connection with Caesarea thus established for a later 
stage of the Euthalian Edition makes it necessary to sound a 
note of warning as regards what is sometimes spoken of as ‘the 
Kuthalian text. Our knowledge of Euthalian mss is not yet 
sufficient to allow us to say, whether any existing codices pre- 
serve the actual text upon which Euthalius worked; or whether 
all of them are descended from copies which were corrected at 
Caesarea, and accordingly present us with a ‘mixed text.’ In 
the present state of criticism we must avoid speaking of ‘the 
Kuthalian text’ at all. Tischendorf denotes in his apparatus by 
Euthal the upper writing of the palimpsest Codex Porfirianus. 
This, it is true, gives us a 14th century copy of the Euthalian 
Edition; but exactly what stage of the Euthalian tradition is 
represented in it, is not to be learnt from Tischendorf’s scanty 
description. In his Monwmenta Sacra Inedita, vol. v. p. xii, he 
tells us that the first leaf begins with cal adrds peta BapvdBa. 
These words we find in the middle of the td0eous of the Acts 
(Z. 423): so that clearly some non-Euthalian matter is in the 
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codex. He adds: ‘nec igitur nisi unum folium periit’: but appa- 
rently he has forgotten the Prologue to the Acts. Of the text 
of this codex he says: ‘quum et ipse tanta plerumque bonitate 
utatur ut revera ex Euthalii opera fluxisse videatur’—it shall 
be given in his next volume. This promise was never fulfilled, 
and we can attach no importance at all to his guess that this 
Ms fairly represents the text of Euthalius himself. The date of 
this upper writing is (f, 319 v) 6’, i.e. 6809 = a.p, 1301. 

A Euthalian codex, then, containing possibly an Alexandrian 
text—if indeed Euthalius was a deacon of Alexandria before 
he became bishop of Sulea—was brought to Caesarea, and there 
corrected by MSS in the great library: the Ms used to correct 
the Pauline Epistles being one written by the hand of Pam- 
philus himself. 

Of this Caesarean stage we shall find further traces presently. 
Here we may note that Hesychius, the presbyter of Jerusalem, 
who died about A.D. 438, in his Yruynpov tov 8’ mpopyTar, says: 
ore pev dpyaiov rodro tois Oeopdpors 76 orovdacpa orTLynoov 
Os Td TOAAA Tpds THY TOV pEdeTOMEVOY capyverav TAS Tpo- 
gytetas éxtiPecOar’...... TANv Gra Kal THY atocToMLKY BiBdov 
oda Ti cuyypadeioay etpav, od matny év Tals dvddexa BiBrous 
rév mpodntev Kal adtos jKodovOnca (Adriani Isagoge, Critici 
Sacri tom. vi. p. 10). Thus we apparently find a knowledge of the 
Euthalian Edition of the Pauline Epistles in Palestine in the early 
part of the fifth century. 


Chapters of the Acts in Codd. & and B. 


If Caesarea be the ancestral home of the great Vatican 
Codex (B), we have no reason to be surprised that a copy of 
the Euthalian Edition of the Acts which was corrected in the 
Caesarean library should add to the Euthalian system of chapters 
the ancient chapter-numbers which an early hand, if not the 
original scribe or the diorthotes, has written in the margin of that 
codex (see above, p. 24). What if it shall prove to be the case 
that the relation of the Caesarean library to the Euthalian 
tradition is not that of giver only, but of receiver in its turn ? 

There is a second system of chapter-numbers for the Acts in 
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Cod. B. It is by a later hand than the first, but still by a very 
early hand. It reckons 69 chapters in all. The same system is 
found in the margin of Cod. &; and here again it is the work 
of a very early hand’. Plate vu. of the facsimile edition of & 
shews us that this same extremely fine hand has also added brief 
lemmata, e.g. Ta mept rod Ilérpou (in the upper margin): and in 
the left-hand margin against Ac ii. 834 we have yadmw pe, indi- 
cating a quotation from Ps cix. (ex.). The numeration in N breaks 
off after reaching mB (Ac xv. 40); and Tischendorf points out 
that the next folio (110) of the Ms begins a new quaternion, Can 
it be that the numbers were written in before the codex was 
bound, and that for some reason the scribe became discon- 
tented with his task and broke it off at the end of a gathering 
of leaves ? 

Where did this system of numbers, common to & and B, come 
from? The two codices have got hold of it quite independently 
of one another. It cannot have been copied from B into X&, for 
& has one number (m) which is not found in B: nor can it have 
been copied from & into B, for nearly a third of the numbers 
(from mB onwards) are not found in N. We must go back to a 
common source—some MS which gave its numeration to them 
both: and this seems to imply that the & and B were at an early 
stage of their history lying side by side in the same library. 

But still we have got no nearer to the origin of the system 
itself. How did this division into 69 chapters originate ? 

If we think of the Euthalian chapters, they are 40 in number. 
If we add to them the subdivisions, these are 48; and so we have 
a total of 88 sections in all, and we seem as far off from a solution 
as before. 

It will be remembered, however, that there seemed good 
reason for supposing that the Euthalian subdivisions were in 
the first instance denoted merely by asterisks, and that these 
asterisks were very liable to drop out in the process of copying. 

Let us suppose now that a scribe, with the Euthalian chapters 
and subdivisions before him, chose to adopt a new method of 
numeration, and to number continuously through chapters and 
subdivisions ; reckoning, that is to say, the subdivisions as if they 


1 See Tisch. Nov. Test. Sinait., Leipzig, 1863, p. xxiv. 
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were main divisions. This process ought to yield for the Acts 
a total of 88 divisions. But if the calculator, through his own 
carelessness or owing to the neglect of some earlier scribe, missed 
some of the asterisks (or, indeed, of the letters, if these be con- 
sidered the earlier form of the notation) which marked the sub- 
divisions, we should have as the result a system of divisions which 
recognised all the Euthalian chapters, but not all the Euthalian 
subdivisions, and ran in one continuous series from the beginning 
to the end of the Acts. 

Is it possible that this is the explanation of the numeration 
common to X and B? In order to satisfy ourselves that it is, we 
shall expect to find that all the main chapters of Euthalius are 
duly represented, though several of the subdivisions have disap- 
peared. The matter is of sufficient interest to justify a tabulation 
of the two systems. 

I take the Euthalian system from Zacagni (428 ff.) and from 
a MS in the British Museum (Add. 28,816: A.D. 1111), recording 
all important variants. Neither of these authorities locates the 
subdivisions with completeness. Several times Zacagni can only 
conjecture the point at which the subdivision begins; presumably 
because his codex had missed the number in its margin. The 
British Museum codex only undertakes to give pe’ (and this 
is the number promised likewise in the Ms at Christ Church, 
Oxford, Wake 38, cent. xi.); and, as a matter of fact, although it 
numbers the subdivisions continuously throughout the book in 
red (as opposed to the numbers of the main chapters which are 
in black), it yet drops by sheer carelessness no less than seven 
-of them, viz. B, y, 5, 06, xy, xn and AB. It has also dropped one 
main chapter (1). So that a scribe, numbering chapters and sub- 
divisions as one series from this Ms, would only reach a total of 
77. This will shew how easily, even in spite of the protection 
afforded by continuous numeration by letters, subdivisions might 
altogether disappear. 


' We have seen an actual instance of this reckoning for the Epistle to the 
Romans: see above, p. 24. 
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We may summarise the evidence of the preceding table thus: 





Chapters of Euthalius exactly represented in § or B.._-:28 
m i represented within a verse 5 

x EP with further displacement 5 

38 


Only two of the Euthalian chapters are thus unaccounted for, 
viz. k9 and ma. But kd is missing only through the carelessness of 
the scribe who wrote the numbers into B: he has forgotten to 
write xB between his na and his nr. And mis the last chapter of 
all, and B is not alone in this omission; it is dropped also as we 
have seen (above, p. 22) in the interesting codex, Coislin. xxv. 

As to the displaced numbers, those which vary only by a single 
verse need give us no anxiety. A glance at any MS which con- 
tains lection-marks will shew that often these fall where the 
chapter-numbering should be, and cause it in consequence to be 
written a verse too soon or a verse too late. 

Of the more serious displacements it is worth noting that 
two of them (viz. s and k) coincide with numbers belonging to 
another system which is also common in ss, being found in B. M. 
Add. 28,816 and in w** (Trin. Coll. Camb. B 10 16) and many 
others. 

Passing to the subdivisions we find as follows: 


Subdivisions of Euthalius exactly represented in % or B20 


3 ‘ within a verse : : LTS 
> Fs with further displacement . 8 
31 


Of the 8 displaced subdivisions, two coincide with lection 
numbers of another system. Of the 17 that are dropped—if we 
take as our standard the 48 of Zacagni’s edition—6 are cases 
where a chapter has but one subdivision; and 6 more either were 
dropped by carelessness in B, M. Add. 28,816, or never were 
intended to be given. 

I find it accordingly hard to resist the conclusion that the 
_ system of chapter-numbers in.the Acts which is common to S and 
B is derived from the system of Euthalius by numbering con- 
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tinuously through main chapters and subdivisions, allowance being 
made for the accidental (or, conceivably, intentional) omission of a 
certain number of the subdivisions. It may indeed be said that 
all intelligent systems of division into chapters must coincide to 
a large extent, because there are many natural breaks which must 
be recognised. I admit the force of this; but I feel that the 
coincidence which we have traced is not sufficiently accounted for 
in this way. There is another system, which I have already 
referred to in passing, which is found in many MSs, and which 
divides the Acts into 58 chapters: but at least 25 of these do not 
correspond within a verse with any of the 88 Euthalian chapters 
or subdivisions. And on the other hand it is to be noticed that 
we find divisions in Euthalius and in the system of NB at curious 
points, where we should perhaps scarcely have expected that a 
break would be made. We may give as instances of these: vu. 11, 
x. 30, xii. 18, xv. 23, xxii. 12 and xxii. 22. The strangeness of these 
breaks is diminished when we observe that in Euthalius they 
mark only subdivisions, and not main chapters. 

If the identification be a true one it is not without importance 
in connection with the history of & and B. 

The system which we have been endeavouring to account for 
occurs also, with some variations, in Codex Amiatinus and Codex 
Fuldensis; and this fact was one of several indications which inclined 
Dr Hort to look for the birthplace of & and B somewhere in the 
West. For hitherto this numeration had seemed to be absolutely 
unique in the Greek world. Dr Hort’s words are (Introd. p. 266): 
“ Again it is remarkable that the principal Latin system of division 
of the Acts, found in the Codex Amiatinus and, slightly modified, 
in other Vulgate Mss, is indicated by Greek numerals both in & 
(with large irregular omissions) and in B, but is otherwise unknown 
in Greek mss and literature. The numerals were apparently in- 
serted in both mss, certainly in &, by very ancient scribes, though 
not by the writers of the text itself, B indeed having antecedently 
a wholly different set of numerals. The differences in detail are 
sufficient to shew that the two scribes followed different originals: 
the differences of both from the existing Latin arrangement are 
still greater, but too slight to allow any doubt as to identity of 
ultimate origin. The coincidence suggests a presumption that the 
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early home, and therefore not improbably the birthplace, of both 
MSS was in the West.” 

Codex Amiatinus has 70 divisions and Codex Fuldensis 74. 
This is sufficiently near to the 69 of Codex B. It is interesting 
to note that in 3 places (vil. 55 [54], xvi. 16, xviii. 24) where num- 
bers are wanting in NB, they are found in Am. Fu. Also in three 
cases of displacement (i. 1, ii. 37, vi. 8) Am. Fu. side with Eutha- 
hus against NB. These facts are confirmatory of the view that 
the system found in Euthalius is the ultimate source’. 

Whether the occurrence in the most important Mss of the 
Latin Vulgate of a chapter-numeration of the Acts which is 
Euthalian in its ultimate origin can be made to throw any light 
on the problem of Greek Mss used by 8. Jerome in this part of his 
New Testament, is a question that I can only propose at this point, 
in the hope that it may receive the attention of the Oxford editors, 
who have promised us a dissertation ‘De codicibus graecis quibus 
Hieronymus usus fuerit.’ Here again, at any rate, the moving 
back of the date of Euthalius has opened up a fresh possibility. 

Whether this Euthalian system was invented by Euthalius, or 
only adopted by him, may possibly be questioned. But it is quite 
clear that his system of chapters and subdivisions could not be 
derived from a longer system of chapters only. And now that we 
have pushed the date of Euthalius further back, there is no chrono- 
logical difficulty in supposing him to have been the inventor of 
the system which he employs. 


The locality of Euthalius. 


The locality to which Euthalius belonged is a further problem 
which still resists solution. He is described as émricxomos LovAKns, 
but his see has not been identified. Sulci in Sardinia has seemed 
to be out of the question, and the various suggestions of Zacagni 
(pref. Ixiv) have but little to be urged in their favour. The fact 
that he addresses himself to S. Athanasius naturally inclines us 
to look to the neighbourhood of Alexandria: but on so slight an 
indication we cannot lay much stress, 

1 Another series, of 63 cc., is given by Thomasius (Opp. i. 358 ff.). This also 


seems Kuthalian. Its last no. is at-Ac xxviii. 17 (against B am fu corb,). See 
further Berger, Hist. de la Vulg. p. 356. 
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There is a passage in the Prologue to the Pauline Epistles, 
which, if we could be confident as to the true text, might be 
taken as pointing to Syria—perhaps to Caesarea or to Antioch. 
In speaking of the Roman festival of S. Paul's martyrdom, 
Euthalius, according to the text of Zacagni (p. 523), equates 
the Roman date a. d. 1. kal. Tul. with the fifth day of Panemus, 
a Syro-macedonian month. But from some Mss this reference to 
Panemus is absent, while in others Lous takes its place, and in 
others again we have a combination of the two in a corrupt form. 

I give here the evidence for the variants so far as I have 
happened to come across it. Apart from our present purpose 
it may be of service as a guide for the future classification of 
Euthalian Mss. 

Z. 528. ‘Popaior...... eméretov ata pynuns nuépav mavyyupiovar, TH 1 po 
Tpiav Kadavddy “lovdiov, méumty Tavépou pyvos, TovTov TO paprvpov éopta- 
CovTes. 

1. wéurrn Wavéeuov pnvos. 

Vat Reg Gr 179 (Zac.) s. XI 


Par Coisl 224 s. XI 
Par Arm 9 (gr et arm) 8. XI 


2. om, 


Pp 


méumtn Uavewou pnvos. 
Vat Gr 761 (Zac.) s. XII (comm. Oecum.) 
Chelt 1461 (Dob.) s. x1v/xv 
Oecum ed Morel (Paris 1630) I p. 193 
3. (a) eto TO Aww pyri. 
Bas AN iv 2 (Dob.) s. x 
Vat Gr 1761 (‘Lollinian.’ Zac.) s. XI 
(b) &kr@ T@ Ody pyvi. 
Bas AN iii 11 (Dob.) s. x1 
Bas AN iv 4 (Dob.) 8. x1 
Par Gr 101 (Dob.) s. x11 


(c) Ud (d or fry gE tandn unhuny ap E diupl pp. 
‘which is the 6th day of the month Noomon, which is Mareri.’ 
Arm ed Zohrab p. 764 
4, wéurrn Tavépou pnvds, ext@ Tv vopov pnvi. 
Vat Reg 29 (Boecler) s. x1 
Par Gr 105 s. x (fragm.) 
BM Add 28,816. A.D. 1111. (rod Tay.) 
Oxf Ch Ch Wake 38 s. XI (rod Tay.) 
Ibid. Wake 12 s, XI (rod Mav....vover) 
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The evidence for (2), the shortest reading of all, is not strong 
in itself: for Vat. Gr. 761 omits all the words from wéumrtn to 
éoptavovres: and though Oecumenius does not do this, yet it is 
plain that he has been abbreviating in the immediate context. 
Of Chelt. 1461 I can give no further information. 

Such strength as it has is chiefly to be derived from the 
rivalry of the variants. But on the other hand we may observe, 
as against (2) and (3) and in favour of (1), that Panemus, and not 
Lous, is found in the Martyriwm Pauli, which, as we have seen, 
was compiled out of Euthalian phrases in the year 396. 

It is possible that both Panemus and Lous have come in as 
marginal glosses’. We shall see presently that the Egyptian 
month Epiphi came in thus into the text of the Martyrium 
Pauli. If this be the true account, Panemus might point to 
an early time when a copy of the Euthalian Edition lay in the 
library of Caesarea. 

The reading which gives us Lous has suffered badly at the 
hands of ignorant copyists. Even in the form (3a) &t@ 7@ 
A@@ pnvi, it is obviously corrupt. Lous was not spoken of as the 
sixth month anywhere, so far as we know. But the 6th day of 
Lous would be the equivalent in Asia Minor to the 5th day of 
Panemus in Syria. This seems to be established by Cardinal 
Noris quite independently of this passage, in which he knew 
only the reading wéumrty Lavéuov unvos. In the first of his 
Dissertations De Annis et Epochis Syromacedonum (Florence, 
1691), pp. 19, 36f, he shews that the Syro-macedonians began 
Panemus on the 25th of June, while the Asiatic Macedonians 
began Lous on the 24th of June. 

Lous then may be a correction of Panemus, which has some- 
times supplanted it and sometimes crept in beside it. In any 
case it points to Asia Minor as another resting-place of the 
Euthalian Edition. 

We may hope that, when Euthalius comes to be critically 
edited, sufficient evidence may be forthcoming to tell us decis- 
ively whether the reference to Panemus belongs to him or to his 


1 This view is taken by v. Dobschiitz, Centr. f. Bibl. x. 67 £., who however 
inclines to 458 as the date of Kuthalius. 
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copyists. Meanwhile we cannot safely argue from the passage im 
question as to the locality in which Euthalius lived and worked. 
In the corresponding passage in the Martyrium Pauli (see 
above, p. 29), there is likewise a considerable variety of reading: 
1. méumrrn hpépa Mavéuou pnvds: ris Aéyour’ dv mapa ‘Papaiors 7 mpd Tpidv 
cadav dav IovAlov. 


Vat Reg 29 (Boecler) s. x1 Bas AN iv 5 (Dob.) s. Xv/xXvI 


Vat Pal 38 (Zac.) s. XI/XII Bas AN iii 11 (Dob.) s. x1 
Par Arm 9 (gr et arm) Oxf Ch Ch Wake 38 s. XI 
B M Add 28,816. a.p. 1111. Ibid. Wake 12 8, XI 

Berol Gr quart. 57 (Dob.) s. XIII Par Coisl 28. A.D. 1056 
Berol Gr quart. 43 (Dob.) s. XIV Par Coisl 30 s. XI 

Neap 11 A 7 (Dob.) s. x1r Oecum ed Morel I p. 195 


[Of these the last seven end the Mart. with rapovoias: the last four also 
read r7 for 7: the last reads Aéyera: for Néyour’ dv.] 

This form of reading has the support of Arm zohr, which however adds a 
clause after "IovNlwy introducing an Armenian month. 

2. méumry tépa Uaveyou pnvds: fris héyour’ dv mapa ‘Popaios, kat” Ai- 
yurriovs Emit €', } mpd tpiav Kadavday “lovdiov. 

Vat Urbin 3 (Zac.) s. XI 

Vat Gr 363 (Zac.) 8. XI 

Vat Reg Gr 179 (Zac.) s. XI 

Vat Gr 1650 (‘Cryptoferrat.’ Zac.) A.D. 1037 

3. méurryn jpépa kata Svpopakeddvas Iavépou pynvds: Aris Aéyorro dy 

nap’ Aiyumrios Emipi, mapa dé ‘Popaiors ) mpd tpiav Kahavday *TouAlov. 
Vat Gr 367 (Zac.) s. XI 
Vat Gr 1761 (‘ Lollinian.’ Zac.) s. x1 
Bas AN iv 4 (Dob.) s. x 
Oecum ed Morel 1 pref (reading dors, and adding after “Iov- 
Xioy the words pyvi Iouvio x6’). 

Of these three readings (1) is clearly the earliest. Obviously 
kat Aiyumriovs Emit ¢ was placed in the margin as a gloss 
upon mapa ‘Pwpatois «.7.r. In (2) this gloss was unintelligently 
inserted without any change of the context. In (3) it was worked 
in more skilfully (though with the omission of the day of the 
month) by a reviser who also inserted cata Yvpopaxedovas, and 
made the sentence run smoothly. 

It may be noted that it was in the last three of the four Mss 
which support (2), that Zacagni found the additional note at the 
end of the Martyrium, giving the second date a.p. 458. It did 
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not directly concern us when we were discussing the origin of the 
Martyrium, and therefore I omitted it on p. 29. But for the sake 
of completeness it may be added here. I have not myself met 
with it in any MS, and so I simply reprint it from Zacagni (p. 537). 


mM > A a © , yA ‘ > , , Qe ‘ , an 
Kat amo THs UmaTias Terdptys pev ‘Apkadiov tpirns dé ‘Ovwpiov, péxpe THs 
, A 
mapovons tavtns tmarias, mpatns A€ovTos Avyovotou, ivdixridvos dadexdrns, 
> \ , a * , c > A , > A co a a” 
Emi ¢, AvoxXeriavod pod’, érn Ey’. as etvat ta mdvra ard Tis Tod SarTnpos 
GY Tapovoias péxpi TOD mpoKeipévou erovs ern TeTpakdava €Enxovta Ovo. 


Tt is to be observed that the scribe gives us only the Egyptian 
month. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Notes on Coprx H or THE PAULINE EPISTLES. 


Recovery of the text of some pages now lost. 


A LATER hand has covered over the letters of Codex H with 
a thick coating of dark ink which has completely hidden their 
original form. This ink is of a corrosive nature, and has eaten its 
way in places quite through the vellum of the codex. Indeed its 
ravages are being still continued: for a comparison of M. Omont’s 
first facsimile with its original shews that in the last six years 
some of the holes have become perceptibly larger. It is much to 
be hoped that the authorities of the Bibliothéque Nationale will 
in the interest of scholarship cause the whole of their portion of 
the codex to be photographed without further delay, as otherwise 
there is danger lest many of the letters may be irreparably lost. 

But this ink had another quality, more deserving of our grati- 
tude. It has left a yellow stain on the opposite leaf, and m some 
places the letters thus reproduced are easily legible. M. Omont, 
on p. 56 of his edition, has given us a whole page of the text, 
which he has read backwards on the photograph of a page now at 
S. Petersburg. I had not observed this, when I myself began the 
attempt to recover lost leaves in the same manner. It was some 
satisfaction to find on comparing my transcript of this leaf with 
M. Omont’s that we agreed in every letter and even in our 
inability to decipher the seven letters which he has printed in 
minuscules. 

I give here sixteen pages, which I have thus been able to 
recover with more or less completeness. Some fragmentary 
portions of other pages may perhaps be capable of decipherment : 
but in several cases the writing from the other side of the vellum 
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shews through so distinctly as to be exceedingly confusing. 
Moreover in some instances in which the yellow stain is legible 
we actually possess the page from which it has come off: an 
example of this is given by M. Omont’s first facsimile, where in 
the blank space after éGeiv in |. 12 the word eraipovras (1 Tim. 
i. 8) can be very distinctly read: and the whole of the page in 
which this word occurs is still preserved and is transcribed on 
p. 46 of M. Omont’s edition. 

Through the kind courtesy of M. Omont I have since obtained 
photographs of most of the leaves which I had deciphered. By 
printing from the reverse side of the negative the task of decipher- 
ment is somewhat facilitated; and in some cases letters can be 
read from the photographs which I did not succeed in reading in 
the faint yellow stain of the ms. 

Tn order that in so delicate an undertaking I might not rely 
on my own unaided eyesight and judgment, I have gladly availed 
myself of the help of the Rev. H. S. Cronin, Dean of Trinity Hall, 
who has checked my transcription partly by the photographs but 
mainly by a fresh collation of the pages in the Ms itself. 

In my transcription minuscules supplied within brackets indi- 
cate letters which are not traceable in the codex. Other minus- 
cules represent letters which appear to be present but cannot be 
read with complete certainty. All that is printed in uncials, 
together with all accents, breathings and stops (excepting those 
which belong to words within brackets) may, I believe, be 
regarded as certain evidence of the text of Codex H as it left 
the hands of the scribe who re-inked the letters. We cannot 
of course by this process hope to get back behind his handiwork. 

The recent criticism to which Codex H has been subjected 
has made it desirable to note a few minor points connected 
with it, which it did not fall within the scope of M. Omont’s 
edition to indicate. Moreover in some instances I have been able 
to distinguish between the original reading and a subsequent 
correction. I have accordingly added some notes based on a 
comparison of M. Omont’s edition with the leaves preserved at 
Paris and with the photographs of some of the other leaves’. 


1 See above, p. 2, n. 2. 
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1 Co x 19—21 
opposite Coislin 202 fol, 1 r 


[ds] Ti[ec]AWAOOYTONTIE[orw] 
HOTIEIAMAONTIECTI 
GALOTIAVYOYCIN [Se 
MONIOICKAIOY OQ 
5 OY OYCIN 
oY OEAWAEYMACKO! 
N@NOYCTWMNAAI 
MONWNTSINECOAI 
OYAYNACOAITIOTHP [tor] 
10 KY TINEIN® 
[kal] TOTHPIONAAIMONI® 
OYAYNACOAITPATIEZHC 
KYMETEYEIN 


[kal rpamré{ns] A 01M [ovior.] 


10, 11 Mr Cronin notes: ‘I can see no traces of kal at the end of 
1.10; but I can see traces of it at the beginning of |. 11, including 
the accent,” 
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1 Co x 30—82 
opposite Coislin 202 fol. 1 v 


MOYKPINETAI 
YTAAAHCCYNEIAHCEWC 
eleFMYAPITIMETE [xo] 
[r’]]BAAXACDHMOYMAI[Erep] 
5 OYETMEYYAPICTW. 
elTEQYNecOiert[e] 
elTETINETE 
eiTETIMOIEITAI 
TIANTAEICADZAN [G3] 
10 TOIEITAI 
AT PICK OTOIKA! [lov] 
AATOICFINEC BO afc] 
KALEAA [now kal] 
TAE[kKAnoia tov Ou] 


15 
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1 Co xi 6—8 
opposite Coislin 202 fol. 2 r 


[ee] ACAICXYPONTYNAI[Ki] 
TOKEIpaAcOatH [Ev] 
pacodal 

[ka] TAKAAYTITECOW 

ANHPMENT A POYK [sd] 
DIAEIKATAKAAY 
MTECOAITHNKEDAS[AH?] 

EIKMNKAIAGZABNY 
YTAPYWN* 

[} yINHAEAOZAANAP [ds] 


ecTi[y]° 


[od yap eore]N AN [yp] 
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1 Co xi 17—20 
opposite Coislin 202 fol. 2 v 


TOY [T]OAE TA [payy] € A [ov] 
[ov] KETIAIN® 
OTIOYKEICTOK PITT [or] 
AANAEICTOHTTONCYNE[p] 
5 NEGICIOl Oli 
TP@TONMENLSAPCY [rep] 
YOMEN@NYM@N 


NEKKAHCIA 


Qe 


AKOY@CYICMATAEN 
10 YMEINYTIAPYEIN 
KAIMEPOCTITIICTE [vo] 
AeifapKalarpeceic 
ENYMEINEIy[ar] 
wa KaOlAO0KI[por davepol] 
15 yevovrar [ev tpiv] 


cuvepxlopevov ovyv vpav] 


14 Mr Cronin reads inaoiAok[iuo], beginning at the inner line. 
I thought that I could see Nakai, beginning at the outer line. 




















we - 
Py Oe ] 
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Gal iv 27-80 
opposite Varia Suppl, 1074 fol de 


; : HoYKaaINayea’ 
OTIMONAATATEKN A 2 he: 
THCEPHMOY MAA A Lov] 
H Thee yoyeneron 
F ANAP A! 
. YMEICAPAAEA MOI ha 
: KATATCAAKEMAT LE 
AIAGTEKNAGG TE! 
rNdhoneprared 
KATACAPKATENNH 
veicerlmner oly] 
KATATINA, 
OF TOKAINYN! 
ANNATIARPEIHE PAH 
Exbaverinnedrenuly] r a 
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Gal v 610 d 

opposite Paris Suppl, 1074 fol. 1 v Y 
\ 

ENraApyary ; 


oYTETEpITOMHTITCY Yel’ 


: 

oY TEAKPOBYETIA f 

: ANKATIICTICAIAFATING 

‘ - ‘ : : 7 
a. ENEeproyMENHe 

’ erTpeyeTeKka[rde'] 


* TICYMACENEKOYENTH 
E AMMOEIAMH TIDE COAI 
HITICMONHOYKEKTOF 
KANOFNTOCYMAG' 
MIKPAZYMHOAONTODY 
“ pauany sos: 


my erm memolOaelcymMac. 





he éN KO)’ 


' STIOVAENSAN H polveire] 





‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 
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Col i 283—26 
opposite Paris Suppl, 1074 fol, 2 r 


NYNYAIPWENTOICTIA 
OHMACIMY TEPY MON 
KAIANATIAHPWTAYCTE 
PHMATATWNOAL 
YEWNTOYYYENTH 
capkeimoy 
YTEpTOFCWMATO[S]AY 
TOY.OE€CTINHEKKAHC da] 
HCEPFENOMHNELWAIAK ovos 
KATATHNOLKONOMIAN 
TOTOYTHNAOOEICA[r] 
MOIEICYMAC 
NAHPO@CAITONAOLFONT [od] 


OYTOMYCTHPIONTO 


To 
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Col ii 8—11 
opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 3 r 


\) ead) 

KAI KENHC [dmdrns] 
KATATHNITAPAAOCIN 

TOV [avav]} 
KATATACTOIXYIATOYKOCMOY 
KAIOYKATAYN’ 
OTIENAYT@KATOIKI* TAN 
TOTAHPMMATACHEO 

THTOCCWMATIKWC’ 

Le ee ? a 
KAIECTEENAYTWMTETIAH 

POMENO! 
OCECTINEF KEDAAHTACHE 

APXHCKAIEZOYCIAC* 
> e ‘ 
ENOKAITEPIETMHOHTE 

TEPITOMHAYEIPOTIOIH [ro] 
ENTHATIEKAYCEI* TOY CW 


MATOCTHCCAPKGC' 


15 
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Col ii 17—19 
opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 4 r 


. 


TOAECMMAYY® 

MHAEICYMACKATABPA 
BEYETW.OEAWNENTOA 
TINO@POCYNHKAI 
OPHCKIATM@NALLEAW* 

AMHEOPAKENEMBATEYO® 


ElIKHDYCIOYMENOCYTIO 


TOYNOOCTHCCAPKOC 
AYTOY*KAIOYKPATWN 
THNKEDMAAHN: 

> n \ es 

EZOYTIAN'TOCMOMAAIAT® 
ADONKAICYNAECM®: 
ETIYOPHTOYMENON 
KAICYMBIBAZOMENO 


AYZEITHNAYZHCINTOV G8 
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Heb ii 9—10 
opposite Coislin 202 fol. 6 r 


TAOHMATOY OANA TOU 
ADZHKAITIMHECTE DA 
N@MENONOTM@CYA 
PITIOYYTEPTANTos* 
5 FEYCHTEBVANATOV 
ET PETTENTAPAYT@AIO 
TATIANTAKAIAIOY 
TATIANTA 
TOAAOYCYIOYCEICAO 
10 ZANALALONTA 


TONAPYHTON THs 


Ya ne 


60 


10 


15 
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Heb ii 17—18 
opposite Coislin 202 fol. 6 v 


INAEAEHMONSENHTAI 
KAlTICTOCAPYIEpeyYC 
TATIPOCTONON. 
EICTOEIAACKECOAITAC 
AMAPTIACTOYAAOY 
EN@PAPTETIONOEN 
[adrds]reepacOelcay 


[va] TAITOICTIEIPAZO 


tn 


TO 


EUTHALIANA, 


Heb xii 16—18 
opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 5 v 


MHTICTTOPNOCH[BéBy]! 
[Ao]c cr cay: 

[os]ANTIBp MCE wc [as] 
ATEAOTOTAT [pero] 
TOKIAavTOY 

ICTEPAPOTIKAIM[eré] 
TT ecrad € A OY N[KAnpo] 
NOMACAITHN €[vdoyi] 
ANATEADOKIM[acbn] 

METANOIACL A Prloror] 
OY KEY PENKAS [ire] 
METAAAKPYOI[v ek] 
ZHTHCACAY [ry] 

OY FAPTPOCEAH [AvOare] 


mupe PHA AG W [péEva] 


1 About one third of the page is cut away. 
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Heb xiii 21—24 
opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 6 r 


[evdmijov avrov Sua w Xv] 
[6 7]Sofa «is rovs [aid] 
vas AMHN 
[wapaxad]o ACY MAC 
aAdsEAHO! 

[ap eyecOattofAdro[v] 
THCTIAPAKAHCEWC’ 
KAITAPAIABPAY EWN: € x[eo] 

TIAXYMEIN® 
FIN@CKETETONAAEA 
PONHMO@NTIMO OE [or] 
ATTOAEAY MENON’ 
MEDOY EANTAXIONEP YX nrat 
OVOMALYMAC 
ACTIACACOAITIANTACTOYC 


HOY ME vous 


fe) 


15 
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1 Tim i 4—7 
opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 7 r 


[unde] TPO CE YX EuN [po] 
BOICKAIFENEAAOLI 
alCATTEPANTOIC 

AITINECZHTHCEICT [a] 
PEXOYCIMAAAONEOIKo 
NOMIANOYTHNENTICT[e] 

TOAETEAOCTACTIAPAly] 
rFEAEIACECTIN 

ATATHEKKAOAP ACK AP Alas] 
KAICYNEIAFCEWC Kal? 
TICTEWCANYTOKPITOY 

ONTINECACTOYECAN 
TECEZETPATIHCAN 
EICMATEOAOLIAN 

OEAONTECEINAINOMO 


AIAACKAAOI: 


1 There is no trace of any note to correspond to the cross in this 


line, The word dya6js has been dropped, 
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1 Tim ii 14—iii 2 


opposite Paris Suppl. 1074 fol. 10 v 


HAELTYNHEZH 


METACMDPOCYN [ns] 
TICTOCO[Adyos] 
10 eiris ET 1 CK OTH C [dpéyerau] 
KAAOYEPLOY ETO [uped.] 
AECIOYNTONETIICKOTO[»] 


ANETIIAHMTTTON 
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2 Tim i 17—ii 1 
opposite Turin B. I. vy. fol. 2 x 


OAAATENOMENOC 


€ZHTHCEME [kal] 
eyYpe 

10 AWHAY [rT] WO[kK]CEYPEIN 
EAE OCTIAPAKYENE 
K €[ivy rH quépa] 

KAIOCAENEO [éca] 

[Sink ovncer] 

15 BEATIONCYTL 1 [vackes] 


CY Our 


[This leaf was read from the photograph at Paris.] 
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Notes on M. Omont’s transcript of Cod. H. 


p- 18, Coisl. 17,14 marg. For yadrm read yaw, that is yadpou. 

16. Here é projects to the left of the outer line of writing, 
A close examination shews that éAé is in part over an erasure: 
and the base of the A is continued with an upward slant so as to 
form the central bar of the following «. This points to the hand 
of the re-inker; see p. 37, Coisl. 8v, 8 marg., where the same 
peculiarity is found in the Ae of ddseAdoi. We may safely assume 
that the reading of H* was ei Tic kaAel. 

Coisl. 1v, 1. In the space left before dnictwn can faintly be 
read the letters twn, which have been erased. 

The note at the foot of this page is in the hand of the re-inker. 

p. 15, Kiefflr, 6. The first r, which stands to the left of the 
inner line, is of a ruder character than the second, and was no 
doubt originally placed there by the less firm hand of the re-inker. 

p. 24, Coisl. (Petersb.) 4, 9. ato should begin with the 
inner line. | 

p- 28, Par. S. 37, 2. There is now a hole in the Ms, so that 
the three letters toc have entirely perished. 

Par. 8. 3v, 12. te at the beginning of this line is out of place, 
as the second part of a divided word would commence at the inner 
line. Asa matter of fact under 6x of the previous line parts of 
gute can be traced, the e being somewhat smaller than usual. 

12,13. &y|7A- én is rendered suspicious by the position of 1A, 
which commences at the outer line. The words are the addition 
of the re-inker. éyyapictia commences with the inner line, and not 
as in Omont’s edition under the p of the line above. 

p. 29, Par. S.4v, 13 marg. &dedddr. is by the re-inker’s hand. 
It seems to be an addition of a lectionary character (cf. p. 37, 
Coisl. 8 v). 

p. 38, Coisl. 57. The letters a, B, fF are in red: as also is the B 
on the verso. 

p. 34, Mose. M. R. 7, 2. There is space for one letter between 
toy and Ai. The words AV éayToyY are not original. 

5. Toy @pdnd is in the re-inker’s hand, and betrays his ten- 
dency towards minuscule writing. 


_ 
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13. Read yaar. 

Mosc. M. R. v, 1 marg. There is no trace of éro in the margin 
of the photograph, but only above écoma. 

11,15. Read waas. 

p. 35, Coisl. 6r, 4 marg. Read yaa. The whole of these 
references are here in red. 

p. 37, Coisl. 8v, 8 marg. Cf. supra, on p. 13, Coisl. 17, 16 and 
p. 29, Par. S. 4v, 13 marg. 

13. There is nothing\in the codex which explains the mis- 
placement of ac. 

p. 38, Mose. Syn. 17,7. There is something like a stroke over 
the last a of this line: so that possibly the plural (8vvavtav) was 
once read; but it is difficult to speak with certainty, as this 
portion of the photograph is very black. 

10. In the right-hand margin, where the photograph is very 
black, appears to be: Okan. 

I should expect that the left-hand bottom corner of this page 
would contain the quire-number mA: but the photograph shews no 
distinct trace of it. 

Mose. Syn. 1 v, 5 marg. In the left margin I read yaam 

A9 


p. 39, Mose. Syn. 27, 2. oneia: possibly nia. 

At the bottom, the note is in the re-inker’s hand. 

p. 41, Par. 8.67. The subscription in red, and the border in 
red and black. 

Par. S.6v. The heading in red, and the letters marking the 
chapter-numbers. 

p- 42, Coisl. 107. The chapter-numbers here, and on the 
verso, in red. 

In the left-hand bottom corner was the quire-number mz, of 
which the m can still be traced. 

p. 43, Par. S. 7v, 138. The n above the line is from the re- 
inker. 

p. 44, Par. S. 87,14. There are distinct traces of w under the 
ON of mpa@ton: so that the original reading was npwtw. 

Par. 8. 8v, 7 marg. cos is written over the same word, the 
blacker ink of which still shews through. 

15. For’n read &y. 
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p. 45, Par. S. 97,14 The first a of Aman is not certain. There 
is a hole in the Ms, and the remains of a are perhaps traceable. 

p- 47, Coisl. 9v. In the right-hand corner there are traces of 
red flourishes such as elsewhere surround the quire-numbers. 
Probably mz was formerly here, marking the end of the quire. 
The whole of the quire mu is lost. 

p. 48, Tur. lv, 5. The ma of mpaytradelan has been altered to 
Tita, so as to give the reading rpaitita Oeiav. 

p. 49, Tur. 27, 9. cy is added by the re-inker in rougher 
characters outside the outer line of the writing, and the original 
cyn changed into oyn. 

12. 7 stands further to the left in the Ms, and the o begins at 
the outer line. 

Tur. 2v, 7. Awcei seems to have been the original reading. A 
very large @ now covers part of the old w and c. 

8. There are distinct traces of n at the end of the line. macin 
must be taken as the original reading. 

9. The Euthalian chapter-number & is traceable in the left 
margin. 

p. 50, Coisl. 117. The chapter-numbers were originally small 
and red: they are now brown and large. crtiyol-H with its orna- 
ments is in red. So too the title on the verso. 

p. 51, Coisl. 127, 11. fF more to the left, so that mpecBytac 
begins with the outer line. So do cemnoyc and caponac below. 

p. 52, Coisl. 1387. The flourish in the left corner is exaggerated 
by Omont. It is not the sign of a vanished quire-number. 

Coisl. 13v. This page is in red. A very fair idea of the 
original red letters, which here remain untouched, is given by the 
somewhat idealised reproduction of Silvestre. 

p. 53, Coisl. 147, 9. The last letter was n, over which rf is 
written in a darker hand. See Omont’s facsimile. He himself 
makes the correction on p. 56. 

Coisl. 140, Il. 2 and 8 are in red, with the exception of the 
breathings, accents and points. 


The following is a summary of the results of the above investi- 
gation, so far as they are of importance for the text of H. 
1Cox27 ~~ e tus H*, ev de tus H** 
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Col ii 7 om. ev autn H*, ins. H** 
Hei om. 62 eavtov H*, ins. H** 
Hex 1 forsitan duvavtar H 
2 ov eravoavto H*, ove av erravoavto H** (vid.) 


1Timil6 = zpetw H*, tpwtov H** 
vill mpavradeav H*, rpaititra Oevay H** 
2Timii3  cuveaxotabnoov H*, ov ov kaxorabnoov H** 


7 dace. H*, Sme. H** 


The relation of Codex H to the Euthalian edition. 


The evidence which attests the connection between Codex H 
and the Euthalian edition of the Pauline Epistles falls under 
three heads: the colometrical arrangement, the remains of the 
Euthalian apparatus, and the colophon. The last of these deserves 
a special consideration. 

We have seen reason for believing that the work of Euthalius 
underwent a series of modifications, the first intention of which 
apparently was to reduce the bulk of his prolegomena and notes 
without seriously impairing their usefulness. We have seen too 
that one epitomiser of his work so far succeeded in retaining the 
words of his original, as to produce the impression that his short 
summary was actually written by Euthalius himself. We must 
now carefully examine the language of this colophon to see 
whether we may not have in it an exactly similar phenomenon. 

Let us first note its closing words: dvteBrnOn Sé 7 BiBros 
mpos TO év Katcapia avtiypadov ths BiBdoOnKns tod aryiou 
Ilapdirov, yeupi yeypaupévov <avrod>*®. These words would 
receive a perfectly natural interpretation, if we supposed that the 
scribe of H, or more probably of the archetype of H, had checked 
the copy, which he had written from a Euthalian codex, by the 
famous MS written by Pamphilus himself. The reason why he did 
not copy at once from the Codex of Pamphilus would doubtless be 
that he desired to reproduce the Euthalian colometry. In this 
part of the colophon then we shall not expect to find traces of 


1 See above, pp. 29 ff. 
2 Montfaucon read the last letter of avrod, but it is no longer legible in the ms, 


which is much injured at this point. 
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Euthalian phraseology. The similar colophon at the end of the 
Catholic Epistles, given by Zacagni (p. 513), points to a like 
process, as we have already seen. 


The earlier part of the colophon we may now compare with 
certain passages of the genuine Euthalian writings. 


eypayra cai e&eOeuny card dvvapw 
areiynpoy Téd€ TO TedXos TlavAov Tov 
amoaro\ou, 


mpos &yypappov kal evkaradnpmroy 
> , lot ae a” > ~ 
dvayvecw Tay Kab? jpas ddehPar, 

map dy dmdvTey ToApns TuVyVounY 


A 
alto, 


vx} TH Umep Emav THY oupr epipopay 
kopuCduevos. 


Z. 410 éxOéuevos ddvyoarny avake- 
padaiwow 

Z. 428 éxriOéyeba yovv avriy (sc. 
kedaraiav &xbeow) kal ioropiav AovKa 
K.TA. 


Z. 410 rpos evonpov dvayvocw 


Z. 405 ovyyvopny te whelorny airay 
em apo, ToApNS 6pod Kal am pomeretas 
THS Ens 

Z. 476 ef ois ody éywye TOALG, TvY- 
yvapny air@ x.T.d. 

Z. 428 airotyres cvyyvapny mpote- 
relas...map tpav éxdorov TOY avayt- 
VOokOvT@V, Evy TH UTép Huav THY 
cupmepupopay KomtCopevor 

Z. 477 dyn TH Umep Nov 

Z. 405 SwopOotcOa dé pow paddov 
adeAPiKos KaTa cvpTEepipopay K.T.Dr. 


Here we may note several details which awaken suspicion. 
(1) The colophon is written in the first person singular, as 
are several short notices which we have already been obliged to 


reject (see pp. 17, 34). 


(2) Euthalius does not use the word é&eéunv in speaking of 


his edition as a whole. 


’"ExtidecOat and éxOeors he employs in a 


different sense, in reference to his lists of chapter-summaries. 
(3) otevrynpov (1. otvynpov) seems to be a confusion between 
‘otixnpos and ottxynddv, the latter being the word used by Eutha- 


lius. 


(4) In rév xa® npds aderpév the writer passes from the 


first person singular to the first person plural. 


This offers no 


special difficulty; for 7uas need not be confined to the speaker 
himself, But lower down he embodies a Euthalian phrase: evy7 


Th vTép nuay THY TUETrEpLpopay KopLCopeEvoL. 


Here he is obliged 
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to change xopifdpwevos into Kouefopevos: and either he himself, or 
more probably the scribe of H, felt it necessary to make the further 
alteration of nudy into éusdr, to avoid a grammatical inconsistency. 

We may conclude then that this colophon is from the pen of 
some one who had in some way adapted the work of Euthalius, 
and wished to claim credit in Euthalian terms for the task which 
he had accomplished. When we find the name of Evagrius as the 
nominative to éypayra inthe Cod. Neap. at this place, and also 
apparently in the almost obliterated first line of this page of 
Codex H; and when we meet with it again in Cod. Neap. in con- 
nection with a somewhat similar claim (see above, p. 6); we are 
tempted to attribute definitely to this Evagrius an editio minor of 
the work of Euthalius on these epistles’. If, further, he is the 
author of the Martyriwm Pauli, which similarly embodies Eutha- 
han phrases, we can fix his date as A.D. 396, and may perhaps go 
on to identify him with Evagrius Ponticus, to whom our attention 
has been directed by Dr Ehrhard. 


1 Tam glad to find that this view, which had occurred to me independently, is 
also that of Herr von Dobschiitz, though we differ entirely on the subject of the 
dates. (Cent. f. Bibl. x. 50 ff.) 


-CHAPTER V. 


Tur ARMENIAN VERSION AND ITS SUPPOSED RELATION 
To KUTHALIUS. 


I HAVE referred above (p. 10) to a theory which Mr Conybeare 
has endeavoured to base upon the coincidence that certain 
Armenian MSs contain the same colophon as Codex H of the 
Pauline Epistles. The theory would, if it were proved, have a 
considerable importance for the textual criticism of a large part of 
the New Testament. Although I cannot myself accept it—at 
any rate, not in the form in which it has been stated—I am 
grateful to Mr Conybeare for having put it forward. The 
examination of it has confirmed me in an opinion, which has 
been for some time growing in my mind, and which appears to 
me to raise the Armenian Version to a position of importance 
even higher than that which Mr Conybeare has claimed for it. 
I shall therefore take this opportunity of calling attention to 
certain phenomena presented by this Version, which I should 
not otherwise have ventured to discuss until I had been able 
to make my investigation more systematic and complete. 


The origin of the Armenian Version of the New Testament. 


The statements of early Armenian writers respecting the 
origin of the Armenian Version of the Bible, though claiming 
to come to us from the younger contemporaries of the great 
translators S. Isaac and S. Mesrob, combine a certain conflict 
of assertion with a suspicious family likeness, They have been 
collected and discussed—but without the requisite historical 
scepticism—by Father Carekin of the Mechitarist monastery of 
S. Lazzaro in his valuable work entitled A Catalogue of ancient 
Armenian translations (Venice, 1889, pp. 87 ff.). They are ac- 


——— eS 
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cessible to Western scholars generally in the collection of French 
translations of Armenian historians published at Paris in 1886—9 
by M. Victor Langlois’. They are conveniently summarised in 
the short section on the Armenian Version which Mr F. C. Cony- 
beare has contributed to the fourth edition (1894) of Scrivener’s 
Introduction to N. T. Criticism. I need not therefore cite them 
here. 

One fact which seems’ to stand out distinctly after the perusal 
of these puzzling statements is that the earliest attempts at 
translating the Scriptures into Armenian were based on Syriac 
codices. This is confirmed by the tradition that up to the time in 
question the Syriac language had been commonly used in the 
services of the Armenian Church, which were in consequence, it is 
said, unintelligible to the mass of the people. It receives a further 
confirmation when we remember that much of the early Armenian 
literature consists of translations from famous Syriac writers, such 
as Ephraim and Aphrahat, and that even Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical 
History was translated into Armenian from a Syriac manuscript. 

Our authorities further tell us that S. Mesrob’s disciples 
presently brought to their master certain trustworthy Greek 
codices from Constantinople, and that by the aid of these either 
the former translation was carefully revised, or a completely new 
version was made. Between the two alternatives we cannot 
decide on the ground of history alone. If any further light is to 
be thrown on the subject, it must come from a study of the 
Version itself as it is preserved to us to-day. 

Mr Conybeare, who has laid students of early Christian litera- 
ture under a great obligation by his researches in Etchmiadzin 
and elsewhere, has endeavoured in his interesting article on ‘the 


1 They will be found in the second volume as follows: Goriun, Life of S. Mesrob, 
pp. 10 ff.; Moses of Chorene (iii. 53) p. 162, (iii, 60 f.) pp. 167f.; Lazar Pharbetzi, 
p. 267. 

2 This section is by far the most useful account hitherto given of the Version. 
It is perhaps due to M. Emine (the translator of Goriun in Langlois’ series), who is 
charged with ‘adding to and omitting from the Armenian text at random’ (loc, 
cit. p. 148 n. 1) and condemned as ‘untrustworthy in all ways,’ to point out that in 
a prefatory note (p. 4) it is stated that his translation was made not from the 
Venice Edition of 1833, but from what was regarded as a better recension printed, 
likewise in Venice, in 1854. 
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Codex Pamphili and the date of Euthalius’ (see above, pp. 8 ff.) 
to find a solution of the problem so far as the Pauline Epistles are 
concerned. He gives us, as we have seen, some noteworthy infor- 
mation, derived in part from an Armenian Codex in the British 
Museum (Add. 19,730), with regard to the form in which certain 
portions of the Euthalian apparatus are found in Armenian 
manuscripts of the New Testament. 

We may I think consider it established that there is a close 
link of connection between Codex H and a certain group of 
Armenian codices, of which B. M. Add. 19,730 is perhaps at 
present the best representative. Can we draw from this any 
conclusion as to the origin of the Armenian Version itself ? 
Mr Conybeare thinks that we can. His explanation of the phe- 
nomena is as follows: “The Armenian fathers translated the 
Epistles of Paul early in the fifth century along with the rest of 
the Bible. They selected for translation what we may call the new 
edition by Euthalius, which comprised the text of Pamphilus.” 

His argument is this: The colophon of H is found in certain 
Armenian Mss. Therefore it is probable that there is a relation 
between the text of H and the text from which the Armenian 
Version was translated. But the text of H is the text of 
Euthalius in what has hitherto been considered its purest form. 
And that text as the colophon in question shews is copied from 
the codex written by Pamphilus himself. Probably, therefore, 
the Armenian Version, which is older than Codex H, is our best 
witness to the text of Pamphilus. The detailed proof of the 
actual coincidence of the text implied by the Armenian Version 
and the text already known to be Euthalian is all that is required 
to translate this conclusion from the region of probability to the 
region of certainty. 

It has been pointed out above (p. 9) that the Euthalian matter 
occurs in different shapes in different Armenian MSS; s0 that it 
is extremely precarious to assume that in any one of these shapes 
it comes from the original translators of the Version. It must 
further be noted that the colophon of H only declares that the 
codex to which it originally applies was corrected by (avreBrHOn 
mpos...), not “copied from,” the Codex of Pamphilus. We do not 
even know that the colophon is all composed by the same hand, 
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Whoever may be the author of the first part of it, the second part 
may well be the addition of a scribe who corrected a Euthalian 
copy at a later time in the library of Caesarea. 

In any case it is clear that the whole burden of the proof of 
Mr Conybeare’s position must lie upon the actual relation of the 
teat of Codex H to the teat of the Armenian Version. The 
subsidiary apparatus may be a useful finger-post ; but that is all. 
And finger-posts have sometimes been turned round go as to point 
the traveller along the wrong road. 

Mr Conybeare has therefore rightly devoted a considerable 
part of his article to the comparison of the two texts; and he 
has entered upon the perilous paths of New Testament textual 
eriticism under the guidance of a recent German writer, whose 


judgment and accuracy are less praiseworthy than his industry?. 


I do not propose at this point to follow him in his investigation ; 
as I think that I can do better service in the first instance by 
attempting to approach the problem from a wholly different side. 
Our examination of the historical accounts of the origin of the 
Armenian Version suggested the possibility that, when “the trust- 


worthy Greek codices” were brought from Constantinople, the 


earlier translation from Syriac codices was not altogether cast 


aside, but was made the basis of a careful revision. The hint 


thus offered to us is surely worthy of an attentive consideration. 
Our knowledge of the Old Syriac Version of the Gospels, prior 
to the revision known as the Peshito, has of late been largely 
increased by the publication of the Sinai Palimpsest. If it should 
prove that in the Gospels the Armenian text contains a consider- 
able Old Syriac element, which escaped the revising hand which 
corrected the first Armenian translation by the help of Greek 
codices, then we have at least a presumption in favour of explain- 
ing many of the peculiarities of the Armenian Version of the 
Pauline Epistles as well by referring them to an Old Syriac base. 


1 Bousset’s Textkritische Studien (in Harnack’s Texte und Untersuchungen, 
1894). Ido not wish to disparage unnecessarily a most laborious piece of work in 
a field which has of late been strangely neglected in Germany: but what are we to 
say of a critic of Dr Hort, who interprets his symbol cu? (=2 cursives) as the 
second hand of the Curetonian Syriac in S. Mark? See Bousset, p. 98,1, 1. I 
should not call attention to this inaccuracy if it stood alone. 


Sapte rocneraaiag i | oe at ee ee ee ee ee ee ee Ce ee fn eee 
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The Armenian Version of the Gospels. 


We may begin by examining a few passages from the Gospels, 
in which the Armenian Version offers us a rendering which is not 
easily accounted for by supposing it to be a direct translation of 
any known reading of the Greek text. 


1. Mtv. 18. “Eos dv rapérOn 6 odpaves Kal 4 yf, idta ev 
i) pla Kepaia ov pu) TapéNOy Aro TOD vopov.... 

Arm. “Until heaven and earth pass away, one yot, which is 
one letter (yayin df ap: Tigutinufulg dh &), shall not pass from 
the law....” 

Here we note (1) that the Semitic letter yot or jod has taken 
the place of the Greek iota; (2) that xepaia is regarded as a 
whole letter, and not as the little projection which differentiates 
one letter from another; (3) that xepaia is made to become a sort 
of explanation of the yot, the disjunctive particle being replaced 
by a relative pronoun. 

When we turn to the Sinaitic Palimpsest (Syr*”), we find : 


gash WSN aw hah 30s 


that is to say, “One yodh letter shall not pass away.” Now 
had’, a side form of Cad ‘a sign, is used to translate 
xepaia in Le xvi. 17: so that we may be sure that it is meant to 
represent the xepaia of the Greek text in the present passage. 
Thus we see that Cureton’s text (Syr™) has suffered correction 
from a later hand, when it reads: 


Mas to an Maw Rad TAs 
ie. “One yodh letter or one horn.” 

The word in the Armenian which I have rendered ‘letter’ 
(uau'iufulrg) is derived from the ordinary word for ‘sign’ (ut), 
and stands accordingly in the same sort of relationship to it as 
does Mane to Sar. It is used again in Le xvi. 17. 

We see then that Syr*", which is clearly the original form of 


the Old Syriac at this point, sufficiently explains the three points 
of peculiarity which we have noted in the Armenian Version. 
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Before we leave this verse we may get still further confirma- 
tion of the position that the Armenian has an important element 
in common with the Old Syriac. For to the words “shall not 
pass away from the law,” it adds “and from the prophets.” The 
only Greek evidence for the addition «al ray Tpopntav appears 
to be the so-called Ferrar-group!, which again and again accom- 
panies the Old Syriac and the Armenian in very remarkable 
readings. It is not found in the Sinaitic, Curetonian or Peshito 
Syriac. But it occurs in the Jerusalem Syriac, which not un- 
frequently seems to preserve very ancient Syriac readings: and 
Zahn (Forschwngen, 1. 184) has cited two passages from Aphrahat’, 
which have this addition, while at the same time they read in 
the earlier part of the verse simply “One letter yodh.” The 
whole of the evidence falls into line if we suppose that the Old 
Syriac reading was that which the Armenian and Aphrahat 
attest: that Syr*” shews us the first stage of correction to the 
Greek by which “and the prophets” was struck out; and that 
Syr™ shews a yet further stage of correction when the words 
“or one horn” were inserted. If this be a true account of the 
matter, it is plain that the Armenian Version assumes a new 
importance as a witness in certain cases to the earliest form of the 
Syriac Version of the Gospels. 


2. Mt x. 10, Mc vi. 8, Le ix. 3. In the accounts given by 
S. Matthew and S. Luke of the Mission of the Twelve we read, 
among other prohibitions, that they were forbidden to take a staff 
(unde paBdov Mt, pyre pd8Sov Lc). But in S. Mark’s narrative 
they are allowed to take “a staff only” (ed ur) paBdov povor). 

In Syr™ this discrepancy is modified by the use of a different 
Syriac word for ‘staff’ in S. Mark from that used in S. Matthew 
and 8. Luke. Not a rough ‘stick’ (ras), but only a light 
‘staff’ (re\ az), was permitted to the travellers. This indeed 


1 The addition is found in 13-124-556: it is also found in the Latin version of 
Trenaeus (Mass. p. 275). 
? Wright’s edition, p. 30, 1. 3, 
gash WA ata Kduiaw a wae whadre sa, 
and 1. 20, . 


mass a wasn a Wwhahe< ra. tarh Wl 
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is the solution of the difficulty which is found in Tatian’s Dia-— 
tessaron (Eph. Comm., Moes. p. 91): but whether Tatian invented 
the distinction, or only adopted it from an existing Syriac Ver- 
sion, is part of a large problem upon which we cannot enter 
here. 

Now can it be a mere coincidence that in the Armenian 


Version we find a similar distinction of words; ‘no stick’ (df 
grey) in 8. Matthew, and ‘but only a staff’ (guyg dpuyt 
guniyut) in 8, Mark? It is true that in S. Luke the Ar- 


menian has ‘no staff’? so that there the distinction is ob- 
literated: but this is no more than has happened in Syr, which 
is wanting for Mt and Le, and reads “ staff” in Le’. 


3. In Mt xxviii. 18, after the words “All power is given to 
me in heaven and in earth,” the Peshito adds, “and as my Father 
sent me, I also send you.” There seems to be no Greek evidence 
for this addition, which is clearly derived from Jo xx. 21. Many 
Old Syriac readings survive in the Peshito, having escaped the 
vigilance of the reviser. This may well be an example of such 
survival. Indeed it is quite possible that it may be a relic of 
Tatian’s Harmony, especially as the form in which Mt xxvull. 19 
is quoted in Aphrahat makes it probable that the addition was 
present in his text. Unfortunately Syr™ and Syr™ are both 
mutilated at the end of S. Matthew, so that we have no direct 
evidence of the reading of the Old Syriac. But the same words, 
with the sole exception of the introductory particle “ and,” are 
found in the Armenian Version. This was observed long ago by 
Mill, though he suggested no theory to account for it. 


We may now present in the briefest possible form a few more 
instances in which it appears that the Armenian Version, in spite 


1 Qyrhier only gives us S. Luke’s account, and there it reads was (‘stick’). 


2 Aphrahat (Wr. p. 12, 1. 7) says: “And again to the apostles when he sent 
them, thus said he to them: Go out and make disciples of all nations....” The 
fact that the words occur in the same position in the Arabic Harmony gives us no 
fresh evidence, as the text there contained is throughout influenced by the Peshito. 
No evidence on the point is offered by the Armenian of S. Ephraim’s Commentary 
on the Diatessaron. 
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of the careful correction to which it has obviously been submitted, 
still retains traces of its Syriac ancestry. 


4. Mt vii. 6 wu) Sdte TO kyon Tots Kvoiv. 
Arm. quppne[F fri, ‘holiness’ = Syr™ pesh WMz2uran: Syr 
vacat. * 


5. Mt viii. 3 exadepicOn adrod % rémpa. 
Arm. 1G thal, ‘from him’ = Syrs™ "“ mi: Tisch. cites 
as supporting az’ avtod only ‘S al pauc.’ 


6. Mt x. 11 cane? pelvate &ws dy e&éXOnte. 
Arm. ha uly. [buf goes and there be eee Syr™ pesh paca 
aad: Syr™ vacat. 


7. Me vii. 19 Ore od« elomopederar adrod els THY Kapotay 
GN’ eis THY Koidiav, Kal els TOY apedpava éxtopeverar— 
Ka0apifov mavta Ta Bpdmara. 

Arm. “For it entereth not into his heart, but into his 
belly, and goeth forth outside, and cleanseth all meats.” With A 


wponpu bruh, ‘and goeth forth outside, cf. Syr™ (Syr™ 
vacat) tai Wadhxsa, ‘and is cast outside,’ 


8. Me viii. 4 [dev rovrous Suviceral tis dde xopTacat 
K.T.X. 

Arm. “Whence canst thou satisfy these men,” &c. 

The only evidence that I am aware of for ‘canst thou’ 


(Guiplw) is Syr™ (Syr™ vacat), dar saxo. 


9. Me vin. 27 Tiva pe Aéyouew of dvOpwror elvar; 
Arm. qn neunkp* wukty qhuki thupry fli [GE fig tle 
“Whom say men concerning me, that I am 2” 


This is an exact rendering of Syr’*" (Syr® vacat). Syri™ only 
differs by having ‘ What’ for ‘Whom.’ 


eee A fol > a 
10. Me viii. 38 drav 2\On év rH 80En Tod watpds avTod peta 
TOV aGyyédwv TAY ayiov. 
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Arm. ‘and of the holy angels’ is supported only by Syr™ (Syr 
vacat). 


11. Le i. 61 Kai cirrav ™pos avtny bt Ovdsels oti ex THS 
cuyyevelas @ovu os KANELTAL TO ovomate TOUTO. 

Arm. “And they say to her, Because there is no one in thy 
kindred to whom is called the name John.” 

‘In thy kindred’ (juggf poet) = ashotzo Syri pest 
(Syr™ vacat): ev rH cuyyeveia cov is attested by C*DI, the Ferrar 
group and the Latins. But the addition of ‘John’ is, so far as I 
am aware, found only in Syr*™ (Syr™ vacat), which has 


pwd. Kim ears ions 


12. Le xi. 17 Kal otxos émi oixov times. 

Arm. “and a house divided against itself falleth.” So exactly 
SyrPe!; Aas Aladho camais Jan Xdusa. Syr™ is 
wanting: but Syr™ has “and every house, that against a house is 
divided, falleth.” There seems to be no further evidence for the 
insertion of ‘ divided’ in S. Luke. 


13. Jo iv. 31 "Ev té petaéd jpwotwv avtov of paOntai 
Néyovtes “PaBBei, pare. 
fi pupt h wubhin. Qheagel sug bhp: “And while they 
were not yet come, the disciples were beseeching him and saying, 
Rabbi, eat bread.” 

Syr*" “And his disciples were asking (‘from him,’ Syr™) that 
he would eat bread with them ” (rsask -_amsas. Naarsy). 

The Armenian seems to have been corrected by the Greek, a 
paraphrase being introduced for the troublesome év T@ peta€v, 
which the Syriac had dropped: but a trace of the Syriac remains 
in the phrase, ‘ eat bread.’ 


14. Jo v. 22 adrra tH Kpiow wacav Sédaxev TH VIP. 

Arm. “to his Son,” with Syr™™ Tat", The insertion of the 
possessive pronoun is a marked feature of the Syriac language: 
but there is no ground for saying this of the Armenian. A parallel 
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instance is Jo xv. 16, “whatsoever ye ask my Father in my name,” 
Syrsin Pesh (Syr vacat) Arm. 


15. Jo vi. 7 Avaxociwv Syvapiwv adptor ovK apxodow adtois 
iva €xactos Bpaxd NaBp. 

Arm. “although (/#4:y£m h) each should take a little.” The 
Syriac %& might be rendered either as ‘ when’ or as ‘although.’ 


16. Jo xvii. 24 po xataBorHs Kocpov. 
Arm. “before that the world came to be,” with Syr®™ (Syr™ 
vacat). 


These examples may suffice, though they might easily be 
added to, especially if we were to include the very numerous 
cases in which the Armenian and the Old Syriac are together and 
are supported in Greek only by the Ferrar group. But the 
relation of the Ferrar group to the Syriac offers a difficult 
problem in itself, and critics are by no means agreed upon a 
solution of it. I would only now hazard the opinion that the 
connecting link between the Armenian and the Ferrar group 
will be found in the Old Syriac base which I believe underlies the 
Armenian Version. 

The points of resemblance which we have traced are in many 
instances very minute: but it is just this minuteness which has 
enabled them to escape the careful revision by which, according to 
our hypothesis, the first efforts of the Armenian translators were 
brought into a closer correspondence with the Greek codices. 


It may be of interest, before we leave the Gospels, to examine 
in the light of what has been said above the very remarkable 
reading of the Armenian Version in Mt i. 16, a passage to which 
much attention has been devoted since the publication of the 
Sinaitic Syriac Palimpsest. 

The Greek text of this verse runs: "IaxoB 8é éyévynoev Tov 
‘loonp tov avopa Mapias, é& is éyevvnOn “Incods 6 Aeyduevos 
Xpioros. 

Arm. Qeahade Shure. qgynulds quypu dius behinsy” apo” 

R. E. 6 
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fquse. “Pra. 

The Armenian may be rendered literally thus: “Jacob begat 
Joseph the husband of Mary, to whom having been betrothed Mary 
the Virgin, from whom was born Jesus who was named Christ.” 
So difficult was it to make an intelligible meaning of the sentence 
as it stands, that some later Armenian Mss inserted the substantive 
verb after the participle ‘having been betrothed’ (/unuhkghuy &). 

When we turn to Syr™ we read: “Jacob (note the omission 
here too of dé) begat Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the 
Virgin, who bare Jesus Christ.” The motive of this reading is 
obviously a desire to avoid the expression ‘the husband of Mary,’ 
which was open to misinterpretation. 

The reading of Syr*™ is as follows: “Jacob begat Joseph: 
Joseph to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin begat Jesus who was 
called Christ.” Whatever the origin of this reading may be—and 
I forbear to enter upon the controversy regarding the orthodoxy 
or unorthodoxy of its intention—it betrays the same unwillingness 
to speak of Joseph as ‘the husband of Mary’: so that no doubt 
remains that the Old Syriac Version contained the words which I 
have italicised in my rendering of the Armenian. The Armenian 
Version is fully accounted for on the supposition that the words 
were first translated from the Syriac and then corrected by the 
Greek, the italicised phrase being perhaps allowed to remain as a 
safeguard against wrong deductions which might have been made 
from the words immediately preceding it. 

Codices 346 and 556 of the Ferrar group, which once more 
appears in combination with Old Syr. and Arm., read “Iaxo8 
8 éyévyncev tov "lwonpd © prnatevfeica (-Onca) trapbévos 
Mapiapw éyévynoer “Incody tov Aeyopevov Xpicrov. Accordingly 
I do not use this passage in support of the Old Syriac base of the 
Armenian Version, as it might be argued that in this case we had 
simply a conflation of two Greek readings. Yet I cannot but 
think that the explanation which I am able to offer is a more 
reasonable one; and in so far as this is so the passage is confirma- 
tory of my position. 
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The Armenian Version of the Pauline Epistles. 


It is time now to come to the examination of the Pauline 
Epistles in the Armenian Version. Here our enquiry is hampered 
by a difficulty which at first sight might seem insuperable. No 
MS, or fragment of a MS, so far as we know, contains what 
might, in contrast to the Peshito, be called an Old Syriac Version 
of these Epistles. Yet the case is not so hopeless as it appears. 

For, in the first place, the analogy of the Gospels suggests the 
possibility that such an Old Syriac Version once existed, and that 
the Peshito is the result of its revision by the aid of Greek mss. 
If this be the case, we may assume that much of the Old Syriac 
still remains in the Peshito, either because it was felt to be a 
sufficiently accurate rendering of the Greek, or because its aberra- 
tions were not recognised and so escaped the hand of the corrector. 

Again, the Homilies of Aphrahat contain many quotations 
from these Epistles. They often differ widely from the Peshito 
Version, and so support the suggestion that an earlier Syriac 
Version lay before the writer. 

But, further, the existence of an Old Syriac Version is no 
longer a matter of conjecture: for the recent publication (Venice, 
1893) by the Mechitarists of S. Lazzaro of a Latin translation of 
S. Ephraim’s Commentary on the Pauline Epistles has enabled 
Western scholars to see that the Syriac text on which 8. Ephraim 
commented differed considerably from that of the Peshito. This 
Commentary, which is preserved only in an Armenian translation, 
was printed at Venice in 1836, but it has had to wait until now to 
take its place among the materials of N.T. criticism. 

I shall make use of the evidence of 8. Ephraim’s Commentary, 
as occasion may serve, in the following pages. But I must utter 
two words of warning in regard 'to it. In the first place, but little 
reliance can be placed upon the Latin translation: for not only 
does it shew a constant tendency to paraphrase, but also the Latin 
Vulgate has throughout been in the hands of the translator, and 
he has again and again accommodated his translation to it, so that 
a completely erroneous idea is given in many places of the text 
which §. Ephraim used. And, again, an exactly similar method of 
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translation has vitiated the Armenian itself: for the Armenian 
translator of the Syriac frequently reproduced the <psissima verba 
of his own Armenian Vulgate: and therefore we must constantly 
be on our guard against the danger of assigning to S. Ephraim 
what is nothing else than the text of the Armenian Version. We 
shall escape from this peril only if we refuse to found an argument 
on any reading, the Armenian words of which correspond exactly 
with the language of the Armenian Version. If, however, we use 
the Commentary with due caution, we may extract from it evi- 
dence of high importance for the study of the text of the Pauline 
Epistles’. 

Let us commence our examination with some passages in the 
Epistle to the Romans, where the Armenian Version challenges 
our attention. The first which we shall notice will serve to shew 
the kind of help which sometimes comes indirectly from 8. Eph- 
raim’s Commentary, 


1. Ro iii. 2 rpdrov pev [yap] bre erictevOncay Ta Noya TOD 
Ocod. ‘ ; 

Arm, “First because the oracles of God became trustworthy ” 
(Sunumupft kgkh). This is obviously a mistranslation of the 
Greek: but it would seem that the Armenian translator was not 
the first to perpetrate it. In the Commentary of 8. Ephraim we 
read as follows: “If God requireth the circumcision of the heart, 
much every way was established, that is, became trustworthy, the 
word of God.” It is not possible from this to reconstruct 
S. Ephraim’s text with certainty: but we can see that he rendered 
ériotevOnoav in a similar manner, taking ta Aoyia as its subject, 
The explanatory comment ‘that is, became trustworthy’ is pro- 
bably added by his Armenian translator from a reminiscence of his 
own Bible, 

It is possible that the Armenian rendering is directly derived 
from the Greek; but if we have ground for supposing that the 

1 Three important articles of Dr Zahn, dealing with 8. Ephraim’s text as evi- 
denced by this Commentary, appeared in the Theologisches Literaturblatt (Leipzig, 
Sept. 6, Oct. 6 and 18, 1893). Dr J. H. Bernard, of Dublin, also published an 
interesting discussion of it in the Guardian (May 9, 1894). Unfortunately both 


these scholars had access only to the Latin translation; so that in several instances 
they have been led astray in points of detail. 
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Armenian Version of these Epistles rests ultimately on a Syriac 
base, it is not unreasonable to think that the first translator was 
led astray by the Syriac at this point. In Gal ii. 7 érioredOn is 
rendered quite correctly by Gueuenughuy , ‘was entrusted.’ 


2. Ro v. 8 cuvicrnaw 6& tHv éavTod ayaTny eis Huds 6 
Beds. 

Arm. “God manifested (juyuthug) his love to (or in) us.” 

In Eph®™™ we read: “In this above all he shewed his love, which 
was towards us.” The word for ‘shewed’ (gsyg) proves that we 
are not here dealing with a mere reminiscence of his own Bible 
on the part of S. Ephraim’s Armenian translator. The Peshito 
helps us to regain the Old Syriac; for it reads: Wass Ato 
a adals canas mecale, “Here God manifesteth (or sheweth) 
his love, which was towards us.” 


3. Ro vii. 21 Etipicna dpa tov vowov TH OérovTe éuot troveiv 
TO KaNOV OTL eu“ol TO KaKOV TapdKelTaL. 

Arm. “So then I find the law of him who wisheth (aytapfi* 
ap udfgft) to do in me the good, and to me the evil is 
present.” 

This is not very intelligible: I believe that it is the result 
of an attempt to bring into nearer correspondence with the Greek 
what was originally a translation from the Syriac. 

The Armenian of Eph” is at this point sufficiently different 
from the Armenian Vulgate to be of unassailable worth as a wit- 
ness to S. Ephraim’s own text. It reads: “J see then a law, which 
wisheth to perfect in me something good, that which is hard to my 
will, because tt is in readiness to do the evil.” 

The Peshito reading is strange, but it helps to explain some 
of the difficulties in Eph°™™. 


MI en Qco sist miss rmazl Jaan Kad wars 
wal wo asto whrass Mb hal jasis 


“T find then the law, that it agrees with my mind which 
wisheth to do good; because evil is nigh to me.” 
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The Armenian is not quite like the Syriac, according to either 
testimony: but it is difficult to believe that it could have come 
into existence quite independently of it. 


4, Ro xi. 85 4 tis rpodSaxev aite Kal dvrarobo0Oncerat 
avuT@; 
Arm. + #6 h wnne gn ifnfuupht 'h tihiutsh. 
« ..,and should receive in return from him.” 
This is at once explained by the Peshito: caisa sai ~40, 
“and so received from him.” Eph*™™ gives us no help here. 


We pass on to consider some passages in the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians. 


5. 1Coi. 10 fa 70 adro Aéynte TavTes. 

There is no difficulty whatever in translating this quite 
literally into Armenian: and yet the Armenian Version reads, 
“that ye all have the same word” (qb qunyjt puts nefgfip 


undbiskp bust). 


Now 8S. Ephraim gives us gh gdp pul fupShp yore 
wilkukphutsy “that ye all have the one word.” This cannot 
be due to a reminiscence on the part of the Armenian translator 
of his Commentary; for, besides other differences, there is a 
different word used for ‘ have.’ 

All is clear when we sce the reading of the Peshito: 
~aalal hiss caw amd, “that there be one word 


to all of you.” 


6. 1 Co i. 12 Bre Exacros twa Neyer: "Eyo pév eis Wavrov: 
’"Eyo SéAmoAAd: "Eya ¢ Kn ga: ’"Eyo 6€ Xpiorov. 

Arm. “that each of you saith: I am of Paul; and another, I 
of Apollos; and another, I of Kephas; and another, I of Christ.” 

Here there is plainly some confusion: ‘each of you’ is inappro- 
priate when followed by ‘and another. The explanation is clear 
when we read in the Peshito: “that there is of you that saith, 
I am of Paul; and there is that saith, I am of Apollos; and there 
is that saith, I am of Kephas; and there is that saith, I am 
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of Christ.” §. Ephraim only gives the passage paraphrastically, 
weaving it into his Commentary: but yet the occurrence of the 
words ‘some of you say’ and ‘others say’ is sufficient to shew 
that he had some such reading as we find in the Peshito. May 
we not assume that this Syriac expansion lay before the first 
Armenian translator, and that subsequently his work was cor- 
rected by the Greek only so far as the substitution of ‘each of 
you saith’ for the opening words ‘there is of you that saith’ (or 
‘some of you say’); and that the remaining clauses were left, as 
helpful to the interpretation of the passage, the logical confusion 
newly introduced not being felt by the corrector? Indeed, I cannot 
think of any other possible explanation of the phenomena. 


7. 1 Co iv. 3 euol 88 es eAddytotdy eotw Wa bd bpd 
avaxp.0e 7 bro avOpwTivns ymépas. 

Arm. .-. fut” flu. fut 'f L iapphustl,, “4 oratal 
indeed by man.” 

This strange rendering is explained by the Syriac of the 
Peshito: zaré to An «oo ary, “or by any son of man.” 
Ephraim attests this reading by the words, “or at all by a son 
of man” (4. fur ple. wilkiobe fit I™TTEY Hiupypry), where 
two words for ‘at all’ are found, the first of which is that used 
in the Armenian Version}. 


8. 1 Co iv. 12f nal xomidpev épyafopevos tats idiais xep- 
alv> AowWopovpevor evrAOYoDMEV, SiwKopevor avexoueba, Svapnmov- 
pevot TAapaKanovdpev. 

Arm. “And we laboured with our hands: they reviled us, 
we blessed; they persecuted, we endured; they blasphemed, we 
besought.” 

Note, first, that there is one verb only for xomrudpev éepyalope- 
vot. Secondly, idiars is expressed less emphatically—‘our’ instead 
of ‘our own.’ Thirdly, the passive participles have disappeared. 

With regard to the first point, we find two verbs in the 
Peshito; but there is only one in Ephraim, ‘we worked’ 
(qapShgup), and this is not the same as ‘we laboured’ 


1 The Aethiopic Version has ‘apud hominem mortalem,’ 


88 BHUTHALIANA, 


(uzfuunnbgmp) of the Armenian Version. The second point is 


what we should expect from a rendering of starts (Pesh.). 
But the third point is still more interesting. To find its explana- 
tion we need only to compare the text of the Peshito : 


pe taam.ma cs part .auatasa A phe 
‘Ori plussa a ae 9 
“They revile us, and we bless: they persecute us, and we 
endure: they blaspheme us, and we beseech from them.” 


Dr Zahn" has called attention to a number of passages in which 
Aphrahat in his citations from the Pauline Epistles differs con- 
siderably from the text of the Peshito. I here give three instances 
in which the Old Syriac, as represented by Aphrahat, explains 
peculiarities of the Armenian Version which the Peshito explains 
only in part or not at all, They suggest that if we had the whole 
of the Old Syriac text many other difficulties of the Armenian 
Version would be accounted for, 


9. Ro xv. 1 ta dodem}para répv aduvdrwv. 

Arm, gurfpayine [Ff mfurpurgir, “tho infirmity of the infirm.’ 
The Peshito like the Greek has words from different roots here : 
rélissay eamtas, But Aphrahat who cites this passage 
(Wr. p. 141) gives us eastaa eaomtaa, ‘the infirmity of the 
infirm,’ exactly as the Armenian, The Syriac word mamtas 
might be read, according to the points (which are often omitted in 
early Mss), either as singular or as plural. Here then we have 
also the explanation of the singular of the Armenian Version. 


10. 1 Co viii. 8 Bpdwa 88 yuds od mapliornar (Vv. |. rapacry- 
oer) TH Deg, 

Arm. “But meat maketh us not to stand before God” 
(1m ul GQeanedy ny Jenymeguitk). 

Aphr. (Wr. p. 808) reads : 


oale’ ro ehlirtso pam wl cis 


1 Geachichte des NT lichen Kanons, ur. 5656 ff. 
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“that meats make us not to stand before God.” This, except for 
the plural, is identical with the Armenian: but the Peshito is 
quite different. 


Il. 2 Co v. 10 rods ydp ravras rjpas gpavepwOhvar Set 
eumporbev tod Bryuatos Tod ypiotod, Wa Koplonta &kaoTos 
NS A Le] t \ A Mv v > \ y A 
Ta Sta Tod cdwatos mpds a erpagev, elite ayabov elite haddov. 
Arm. “For to all of us to present ourselves (or to come to 
be face to face) it remains before the judgment-seat of Christ : 
that there-may-receive each one in his body, whatsoever he 


wrought before, whether good or bad.” (purhyf undkikgnetr dkg 
puhayof fepuputishep feped. third MB i [us gnpStury 
funy eee +) 

The Peshito offers us some help here. It has jaoz\ potas, 
‘we are to stand,’ in place of ¢avepwOjvar Set: and it has ‘in his 
body’ in close connection with the preceding verb. But Aphrahat 
takes us further still, and explains the insertion of ‘before. He 
cites the passage twice in the same words (Wr. pp. 156, 447): 


ame wtadun wazs7 up ano ,\ joni dlals 
a .ml ham jax jaro AI AD .MWaAD zc 


Maat era ys 


“that to all of us (it remains) to stand before the judgment-seat 
of Christ; that there-may-receive each one in his body, whatso- 
ever before he did, whether good or bad.” 


It would be quite easy to go on multiplying instances; but 
for our present purpose I do not think that it is at all necessary, 
I merely add a literal translation of some other passages of the 
Armenian Version, italicising the words to which I would direct 
attention, so that any one with a knowledge of Syriac may be 
able to satisfy himself further on the point. 

Ro iv. 8 “Blessed is the man to whom the Lord doth not 
impute his sin.” 

Ro iv, 17 “In whom he believed, that he maketh alive the dead.” 
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Ro vi. 13 “And prepare not your members...,” and so below 
several times. 

Ro viii. 28 “But we know that, to them that love God, in 
every thing he cooperates for good.” 

Ro xi. 26 “All Israel shall live.” This rendering of ow67- 
cerat is fairly frequent, though not by any means universal, and 
not at all necessitated (as in Syriac) by the vocabulary of the 
language. Cf. 1 Co iii. 15. 

Ro xiii. 11 “And know this concerning the time.” 

1 Co v. 11 “ With such an one not even to eat bread.” 

1 Co vi. 18 “is outside his body.” 

1 Co ix. 13 “Know ye not that they which work in the 
Temple, eat from the Temple.” 

1 Co ix. 15 “It is good for me rather to die, and not that any 
one should make my boasting void.” 

1 Co xiii. 3 “And if I give-to-eat (yopiow) all my goods to 
the poor’.” 

1 Co xiii. 8f. “ Whether tongues, they shall be silent...for we 
know little from much, and little from much we prophesy...” 

2 Co x. 11 “Such as we are by words of the letters...” 


I think that I may claim as the result of the foregoing investi- 
gation to have established at least a strong presumption in favour 
of an Old Syriac base underlying the Armenian Version both in 
the Gospels and in the Pauline Epistles. We have had warnings 
enough of the peril of hasty assertion in the region of N. T. 
textual criticism to make me unwilling to say more than this, 
until others have had an opportunity of testing the process by 
which this result has been reached, and until I myself may find 
time to carry the investigation further. If in the issue the 
view here propounded should be accepted as the true one, the 
Armenian Version will demand far more attention than it has 
hitherto received. For it will be recognised as a not unimportant 
witness to Old Syriac readings, where at present the direct testi- 
mony of Old Syriac Mss is altogether wanting. 

In what I have written above, I have limited the range of my 
examples to the Gospels and the three longest Pauline Epistles. 


1 Cf. Aphr. Wr. 38. 
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But the enquiry will deserve to be pushed much further. I have 
reason for thinking that the Acts of the Apostles may prove a not 
unfruitful field of investigation, but it would be beside my present 
purpose to enter upon it here’. 

Moreover it is possible that by such an enquiry some side 
light may be thrown on the early Syriac Canon. For example, 
Dr Zahn’ has directed our attention to the fact that S. Ephraim 
does not comment at all on the Epistle to Philemon. This, as he 
truly says, is more noteworthy than the absence of any quotation 
from this Epistle in Aphrahat. Now in reading this Epistle 
through in the Armenian Version I have not been able to observe 
any clear instance in which the Syriac of the Peshito explains a 
peculiar phrase of the translation. The Epistle is indeed but short, 
so that a negative argument of this kind has but little weight in 
itself. But the absence of a commentary on it in S. Ephraim makes 
it worth while to point out any corresponding phenomenon’. 

Again, I cannot find in the Second Epistle of S. Peter any 
trace of a Syriac strain in the ancestry of the Armenian Version. 
Of other books of the New Testament, and of the Armenian Version 
of the Old Testament, I am not at present prepared to speak. 


Tt will still remain a matter of interest to enquire whether 
the particular form of the Greek text by which the Armenian 
Version was revised and brought into its present state is capable 
of identification. Can it be shewn, for example,—to take up 
Mr Conybeare’s theory in a modified form—that the Greek codex 


1 Dr Rendel Harris has called attention to an Armenian Commentary on the 
Acts, which contains extracts from a Commentary by S. Ephraim and clearly shews 
that he employed an Old Syriac Version of that Book. See Four Lectures on the 
Western Text (Camb. 1894), pp. 18 ff. 

2 Geschichte des NTlichen Kanons, 11. 564n. 

3 Mr Burkitt has suggested to me that the omission of the Epistle to Philemon 
by S. Ephraim should be taken together with his acceptance of the Third Epistle 
to the Corinthians, on which he gives a full commentary. It is quite possible that 
the latter had in early times displaced the former, the recognised number of 
fourteen Epistles of S. Paul being thus maintained. : 

If this was the case in the Old Syriac Version which the earliest Armenian 
translators employed,. we can thus explain the occurrence of 3 Corinthians in the 
Armenian Version: the replacement of Philemon would then date from the time of 
the revision by Greek codices. This: would fully harmonise with the phenomenon 
of which I have spoken above. 
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used for the revision of the Pauline Epistles was a near relative 
of Codex H ? 

This question leads us on to make some enquiry as to the 
actual relation of the text of Codex H to that which is implied 
by the Armenian Version. 


The Armenian Version and the ‘Euthalian teat.’ 


We may now turn to the first leaf of M. Omont’s transcript 
of Codex H, and compare the seven verses which it contains 
with the rendering of them in the Armenian Version. I have 
tried to preserve the order of the words, as far as possible, in my 
English translation of the Armenian, and have italicised such 


words as I have supplied to complete the sense. 


Coprx H (1 Co x. 23 ff.)4. 


23. Ildvra por eEeorw: aAd’ ov 
‘ a , ” 
mdvra ouppépe. mavra por ekeorw: 


GAN ov mdyra oikodopet, 


24, pndels ro Eavrod (nreirw, adda 
TO TOU éTépov. 


25. mav rd ev paxéAA@ madovpevor 
eobiere pndév avaxpivovtes Sid THv 
ouveidnow: 

26. rod kupiov yap 7 yn kat TO 
wAnpopa adris. 

27, et tis Karel bpas Tov amictev 
kal Oédere mopeverOa, mav TO mapart~ 
Oéyevov ipiv eobiere pndev avakpivovtes 
dia THv ovveidnow: 

28. édy dé Tis bpiv ely Tovro iepo- 
Ourdv éoriv, pr eaOiere bv exeivoy rdv 
pnvicavra Kal ri ovveidnow: 


29. ovveiSnow dé éyw odxl Tiv 
’ a ?» \ ‘ ewes Cte} } 
€pavrov adda THY TOU ETEPOV... 


Tur ARMENIAN VERSION* 


23. All things to me are possible, 
but not all things are profitable. All 
things to me are possible, but not all 
things edify. 

24, Let no one the things of him- 
self only seek, but also the things of 
his neighbour. 

25. All that is sold in the shambles 
eat, and distinguish not because of 
conscience. 

26. For the earth is the Lord’s 
with its fulness. 

27. If any one call you of the 
unbelievers, and ye wish to go; all 
that is set before you eat, and dis- 
tinguish not because of conscience. 

28. But if any one shall say to 
you, This is sacrificed meat, eat not, 
on account of him who informed you 
and on account of conscience. 

29. But conscience, I say, not his 
but the neighbour’s... 


1 IT have not reproduced the peculiarities of spelling. In vy. 27 el ris, not ef dé Tis, 
is the reading of the first hand (see above, p. 66). 
2 The few variants recorded by Zohrab are quite unimportant, except that in 


v. 24 one ms at least omits ‘also.’ 
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Let us first look for readings in which H and the Armenian 
both vary from the text of the better Mss as represented by 
Drs Westcott and Hort. Of these there is but one: viz. the 
insertion of wos after wavra twice in v. 23. 

This reading is supported by N°C°HKL al pler vg‘ syr"” arm, 
as well as by some patristic authorities. Ephraim’s Commentary 
does not attest it; but he only paraphrases at this point. 

The coincidence of Arm. with H is of no help to us here, as ex 
hypothesi the reading, being attested by the Peshito, may have 
come into the Armenian originally from the Old Syriac. 


Next let us examine the readings in which the Armenian 
varies both from H and from the text of Westcott and Hort. 

(1) In v. 24 the Armenian inserts ‘only’ and ‘also, thus 
toning down the apparent severity of the precept. 

How are we to account for these insertions? A few Greek 
cursives insert «ai after adda, and the Peshito inserts Ar<, ‘also.’ 
But no Greek codex is cited for wovov, It may however have 
stood at one time in Greek codices, for Clement of Alexandria 
(Strom. iv. 7. 54), in citing this verse, gives us ...udvoy GAA Kal.... 

Eph*™™ runs as follows: “but not that we should seek the 
advantage of ourselves alone, but also that of our neighbours.” 
This is of course a paraphrase; but it is to be noted that the word 
which I have translated ‘alone’ (fuzz) is not the same as the 
‘only’ (& 4/F) of the Armenian Version. It is quite possible, 
then, that ‘only’ and ‘also’ were both in the Old Syriac’, and 
that the Ar of the Peshito is the relic of this reading, 

It is not impossible that there is some connection between 
Clement, who often represents a ‘Western’ text, and the Old 
Syriac: but what the lnk may be is beyond our present purpose 
to enquire. It must suffice us now to say that our hypothesis of 
a Syriac base for the Armenian offers us a possible explanation 
of the variant which we have been considering. 

(2) In v. 26 for cal 76 TAjNpapa avtjs the Armenian reads 
“with (or in) its fulness” Gafe fey). No Greek Ms has any 
variant to correspond to this. Eph*™™ quotes the verse in exactly 


1 «Only’ is read by the Arabic Version (Erp. and Polygl.). 
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the same words as the Armenian Version: so that we cannot be 
sure that we have independent testimony here. But the Peshito 
explains the variant by its reading cor\sas, ‘in its fulness.’ 

If this instance of correspondence between the Armenian and 
‘the Syriac stood alone, it might be taken to be a mere repetition 
of the Armenian Version of Ps xxiii. (xxiv.) 1, where the words 
are the same as here. But, after what we have already seen, it is 
more probable that it is a remnant of the old translation from the 
Syriac. 


Lastly, we notice that there is one variant of H which is not 
recognised either by the Armenian or by Westcott and Hort. 

In v. 29 H reads éuavrod (for éavtod), and Tischendorf cites in 
support of it only three cursives (31, 37, 73). ‘Eavtod was un- 
doubtedly a difficult reading to a scribe or a translator who did 
not understand the indefinite use of the word which enabled it to 
be employed of the first, second or third person. The Armenian 
rendering ‘his’ is shewn by the context to be wrong. We find 
several other readings or renderings. The Peshito has «_ASts3 
‘your (pl.)’; Cod. Clar. (D,) has ceavtod with syr?™'™ latt sah cop. 
But the Old Syriac, as attested by Ephraim’s Commentary, had 
‘my, which may imply the évavrod which we find in H: but it 
might also be a rendering of éavrod, as interpreted by the words 
which immediately follow: “for why should my liberty,” &c. 

It is quite possible that the Armenian Version at first had 
‘my’ from the Old Syriac; and that this was altered into ‘his’ 
with a view to a closer correspondence to a Greek Ms which 
had (as the majority of Greek Mss have) éavrov. But in 
any case this reading of the Armenian Version cannot have 
come from H or from any Greek Ms which agreed at this point 
with H. 


Our examination, then; of the first seven verses which 
M. Omont has given us from Codex H does not point us to 
any closer connection of the Armenian Version with H than 
with other trustworthy Greek codices of the Pauline Epistles. 
On the contrary, we have seen one clear example which points in 
the opposite direction. 
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Another interesting passage for comparison is afforded by some 
of the newly recovered verses of Cod. H (1 Co xi. 17—19), 


Coprx H. 

17. rodro 8€ mapayyéAX(wv) ov 
> a iy > °? A a“ > > 
€maww(@), Ore ovK cis TO Kpeirrov GAA 
eis TO Hrrov ovvépxeobe. 


18. mpa@rov pev yap cvvepxopnevev 
tpav év exkAnola dkovw ocxiopara év 
cal , 

bpiv dmdpyxew, Kal pépos Tt TioTEva. 


19. det yap kal aipéoeas ev dpiv 
> 7. Ne a \ is 
eivat, va Kat of Sdxipo pavepol yévav- 


Tat ev vpiv. 


ARMENIAN VERSION. 


17. But this I command, not as 
though I should praise: for not to the 
better, but to the worse (or base), do 
ye advance. 

18. First, when in one place ye 
assemble in the church, I hear that 
divisions exist among you; and a 
little have I believed zz. 

19. But even divisions are about 
to be among you, that they which are 
approved among you may be mani- 
fested. 


Here we observe several peculiarities in the Armenian Version 
of which Cod. H gives us no explanation. 


(1) In v. 17 it is possible that H had évaiwdp. 


But, if so, 


there would be no difficulty in rendering this in Armenian by a 
participle, and ‘as though’ seems to call for further explanation. 


The Peshito has: ‘not as though I praise you’ ( 


-—_— 


asl can #22459), where 


w wi 


ao corresponds to the nyuyku 
[#E, ‘as though,’ of the Armenian. 


(2) A more striking difference is found in the word ‘advance’ 


in the same verse. 


The Aethiopic Version seems to contain Old 
Syriac elements in many places. 


It is interesting to note Bode’s 


translation of this clause?: ‘quia non proceditis in id quod melius 
est, sed potius in id quod uilius est.’ 
The Peshito is strange, but contains the same idea of ‘advance’: 


Min ..adudee eaasmsal wam wis A\=n 


se _Addied aco what al 


“ Because ye went not forwards, but to littleness ye descended.” 


1 For the exact text of H, see above p. 53. 


I have indicated by the brackets in 


v. 17 that we cannot be certain that H had not the alternative reading rapayyéAhw 


ovK érawor, 


2 N. T. Aethiopici interpretis...in Latinum transtulit C. K. Bodius, Brunsuigae, 


1753. 
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The Armenian of Ephraim’s Commentary is instructive here: 
“For not to the better forwards did ye advance therein, but to the 
base (or little) ye descended and were brought down by those 
things.” Here the phrase ‘to the better’ is exactly in the words 
of the Armenian Version (‘fA suse wip), and probably is intro- 
duced from that source. When it is eliminated, we see that 
Ephraim’s text was probably the same as that of the Peshito. 

It would seem then that the Armenian Vulgate here represents 
a correction of the earliest Armenian translation from the Syriac 
so as to bring in the phrase ‘to the better’ from the Greek: and 
that the word ‘advance’ has a Syriac origin. The Syriac 
-asuszol probably represented the Greek es To x«peirrov. 
The Syriac phrase a_adwdarv ~_Oassnzn\ was rendered by 


the Armenian ‘advance’ (@4pmnfip), so that, when ‘to the better’ 
was afterwards inserted, eis TO xpetttoy obtained a double repre- 
sentation. 

(3) In v. 18 ‘in one place’ has no attestation, except that 
Theodoret has él ro avro here: but this seems to be introduced 
from v. 20. The Arm. has the same word for ‘divisions’ (or 
‘heresies’) in this and the following verse. 

(4) A further peculiarity in the Armenian Version is the 
rendering ‘are about to be’ (or ‘to arise,’ sbubyng &%) in the 
place of Sef...e@vau. 

The Peshito again offers an exact parallel: sain pas 
= 9acAI 5 iste Ar—the fully expressed future, ‘about are 


even contentions that they should be.’ 

In these verses, then, I think that there can be no doubt that 
the main element which differentiates the Armenian Version from 
the text of the ordinary Greek codices is a Syriac element. Nor 
is there any point which links the Armenian to Codex H rather 
than to any other Greek Codex. 


It is now time that we should consider some of the arguments 
presented by Mr Conybeare in support of his own view. 

Mr Conybeare himself was struck at the outset of his textual 
enquiry with “the paradoxical fact that two texts, each claiming 
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to be transcribed from the copy made by Pamphilus which lay at 
Caesarea, are quite different texts, so that, if one is the text of 
Pamphilus, then the other cannot be*.” Any but a courageous 
investigator would have been deterred by these untoward appear- 
ances. But Mr Conybeare found, by the aid of Bousset’s tables of 
readings, (1) that there was a distinct Euthalian element in the 
Armenian Version, and (2) that the Armenian was more true than 
Codex H itself to the Euthalian text, and accordingly ea hypothesi 
to the Codex of Pamphilus. 

Accepting, provisionally, for the sake of our argument, 
Bousset’s theory that the Codex of Pamphilus is represented 
in the main by Codex H, the corrector of Codex Sinaiticus (&°), 
and the upper writing of Codex rescriptus Porfirianus Chiovensis 
(Euthal*™), let us look at the chief points of the proof which Mr 
Conybeare offers us. 

1. Out of 33 agreements between H and N°, 14, he tells us, 
cannot be tested by the Armenian. In 12 of the 19 which remain 
the Armenian supports their witness, After examining these 
Mr Conybeare says (p. 256): “Thus we have 12 cases of well 
marked and highly characteristic readings in which the Arm. = 
H&*” But on examining these readings I find 9 of the 12 in the 
Peshito. This does not prove that they are Old Syriac readings, 
though this may quite possibly be the case: but it does make us 
hesitate to speak of them as “highly characteristic” of the Codex 
of Pamphilus. Of the remaining 3, one is the reading of the great 
majority of Greek codices (Aaya 2 Co iv. 6); another is éore 
Soxumos for Soxipos éotuv (2 Co x. 18), again with nearly all Greek 
codices—a variant moreover where the order of the words in a 
version is of little weight; while in the case of the third, Xpsora 
*Incod as against XpioT® alone (Col i. 28), we have a considerable 
Greek attestation, and, while the Peshito gives us (practically 
alone) "Incod Xpior@, the Philoxenian Syriac has Xpror@ “Inaod. 

Thus the main proof of a common base for Arm. and HN* 
breaks down entirely. 

Nor does the theory fare better when we examine the “five 
test cases” (p. 257) in which “the Arm. adheres to the Pamphilian 
hand of &, whereas H forsakes it.” For of these the first three 


1 Journal of Philology, loc. cit. p. 252. 
R. E. 7 
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are Peshito readings and are found in most Greek codices. The 
fourth is disqualified as a witness; for the Armenian could not 
represent the distinction between fa cwdpovifovow and iva 
codgpovitwow (Tit i. 4). The fifth, rob dopadrov Geod (2 Co iv. 
4) is apparently not an Old Syriac reading; for both Ephraim in 
his Commentary and the Peshito omit doparov. It is found in 
N°LP and 23 cursives (Tisch.). This combination is worthy of 
attention; but it is by itself a slender foundation for the theory 
which we are now discussing. 

I do not think that I need follow Mr Conybeare further. I 
have examined the readings which he has himself put forward as 
“highly characteristic” and as “test cases,” and I have found them 
wholly insufficient to support his position. I do not deny that 
there may be a connection between the Greek codices by which 
the Armenian Version was corrected and Codex H or the Codex 
Pamphili. What I assert is that a connection has not yet been 
proved, and that, in any future endeavours to prove it, all readings 
of the Armenian Version which have Syriac attestation—which 
may conceivably be Old Syriac attestation—must be rigidly 
excluded. 

I cannot leave this discussion, which has necessarily involved 
some adverse criticism, without expressing my sincere gratitude to 
Mr Conybeare for his discovery of fresh materials and for the 
stimulus which is given by all that he writes. He will, I trust, 
pardon me, if I sometimes welcome his facts without accepting 
the conclusions which he draws from them. 


CHAPTER VL 


SUMMARY OF RESULTS. 


WE may now attempt to bring together the chief results of 
the foregoing investigations, so far as they throw any light upon 
Kuthalius and his work; and at the same time we may indicate 
certain directions in which further research is greatly needed. 

Certain Greek codices of the Pauline Epistles and of the 
Acts and the Catholic Epistles are furnished with Prologues, 
with Tables of Old Testament quotations, and with Tables of 
chapter summaries prefixed to individual books. In the margin 
of the text of these codices we find references to the quotations 
and a numeration which corresponds to the Tables of chapter 
summaries, 

The bulk of this apparatus varies greatly in different codices. 
Few mss are altogether lacking in such adornments. Few, again, 
present us with what we have enumerated in its completeness : 
the Tables of quotations, for example, are but seldom met with. 
On the other hand, many mss have added the Pseudo-Athanasian 
summaries, and some are loaded with still heavier additions. 

The Prologue to the Pauline Epistles and those to the 
Acts and the Catholic Epistles are quite plainly all from the 
hand of the same writer. But this writer does not tell us his 
name: and in many of the Mss the titles prefixed to the Pro- 
logues are vague and give us no further light’. Many codices 
however prefix the name of Euthalius. Some of them describe 
him simply as ‘Deacon’: others call him ‘Bishop of Sulca.’ 
Moreover some MSS in the titles of the Prologues to the Acts 


1 These titles are carefully discussed by von Dobschiitz, who has gathered 
together a good deal of ms evidence regarding them: Centr. f. Bibl. x. 63 f. 
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and Catholic Epistles give the name of the recipient of this por- 
tion of his work as ‘Athanasius Bishop of Alexandria.’ 

In harmony with this we find that in these Prologues the 
writer addresses himself to one whom he calls his ‘brother 
Athanasius’; whereas in his Prologue to the Pauline Epistles, 
which he had previously edited, he had dedicated his work to 
a ‘most honoured Father’ who is not further described. 

Now it is not possible to explain the statements contained in 
these titles as a mere deduction from the contents of the Pro- 
logues themselves. ‘Athanasius Bishop of Alexandria’ might 
indeed be so accounted for; and the designation of the writer 
himself as a bishop might be held to follow from his addressing 
Athanasius as his ‘most beloved’ and ‘most honoured brother.’ 
But the name of Euthalius admits of no such easy explanation ; 
nor can we thus account for the mysterious designation of his 
see. The very fact that an unknown man, described as the 
bishop of an unknown place, should be offered to us by the 
Mss as the author of the work is in favour of the trustworthi- 
ness of the tradition which they preserve. For it is not often 
that works, originally anonymous, come to be assigned to writers 
of whom nothing whatever is known. Eminent persons, as a rule, 
are chosen to act as sponsors to the waifs and strays of literature. 

Accordingly we accept the tradition that Euthalius Bishop 
of Sulca was the author of the work in question: and we may 
reasonably follow Zacagni in explaining the title ‘Deacon, which 
some Mss apply to him, by supposing that he still held that sub- 
ordinate office when he dedicated the earlier portion of his work 
to the unnamed person whom he addresses as ‘most honoured 
Father.’ 

As regards the much canvassed question of the date of 
Euthalius, our enquiries have enabled us to remove certain 
historical difficulties which have hitherto encompassed it. We 
have seen reason for believing that in the year 396 A.D. his 
work was subjected to some kind of revision, apparently with 
the view of reducing it to a more serviceable compass. This new 
edition appears to belong to Caesarea and to be the workmanship 
of a writer named Evagrius. 

It is therefore not unreasonable to go back at least twenty- 
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five years from this point for the date of the original edition. 
Thus we are brought within the lifetime of S. Athanasius, who 
died in 372: and, of course, so far as this consideration is con- 
cerned, we are at liberty to go back earlier still. An upper limit 
is provided by the fact that Euthalius makes citations from works 
of Eusebius which were written c. 323. We have no clear evi- 
dence to enable us to fix the date more precisely in the half- 
century which is thus marked out for us. 

There is, however, one indication which would seem to point 
us to an earlier rather than a later date within this period. We 
found it exceedingly probable that a system of chapter numbering 
in the Acts, which has been introduced quite independently by 
very early hands into Codices & and B, and appears also in a 
slightly altered form in the best mss of S. Jerome’s Vulgate, is 
ultimately based on the Euthalian chapters and subdivisions. 
It is not the Euthalian system in its integrity, but a modifi- 
cation (whether accidental or intentional) of that system. It 
probably stood in the margin of some Greek codex at Caesarea, 
anterior in date to & and B: and it is just possible—though 
at present we need to speak with caution on this point—that 
S. Jerome himself is responsible for our finding it in the Vulgate 
MSS. 

This consideration inclines us to push back the date of 
Euthalius, in order to allow time for the extended use at so 
early a period of his chapter numbers in a modified form; and 
thus we are led to place him provisionally not later than 350 A.D." 

It has hitherto been customary to attribute to Euthalius an 
elaborate system of stichometrical calculations, giving the exact 
compass in measured lines (oriyot) not only of the text of the 
Books which he edited, but also of his own Prologues and 
Tables. But we have seen one clear instance in which it is 
impossible to assign certain of these calculations to Euthalius 


1 I have not thought it necessary to reproduce the statements of Armenian 
chronologers with regard to Euthalius, which are collected by Father Carekin (Cat. 
of Anc. Arm. Translations, p. 174) and are translated by Mr Conybeare (Journ. of 
Phil. ut supra, p. 251). They occur as notes on the reign of Arcadius and Honorius, 
and are obviously based on the Prologues and on the Martyriwm Pauli which were 
found in the Armenian Bibles. 


LOZ EUTHALIANA. 


himself (p. 35); and in another case the credit for having made 
them is expressly claimed by a later writer of the name of 
Evagrius. Moreover there is nothing whatever in the descrip- 
tions which Euthalius gives us of the scope of his own work to sug- 
gest that he took any interest at all in this kind of stichometry. 

The true Euthalian stichometry, or colometry, as it is now 
more conveniently termed, is his division of the text into cola, 
or short sentences, as an aid to intelligent reading. It was this 
colometrical arrangement which he regarded as so novel and so 
important a feature in his edition. I have not entered upon the 
subject of colometry in this Essay. It is a topic which needs a 
full investigation. It has been suggested by several critics—and 
their view is almost certainly correct—that there is a connection 
of a close kind between the colometry of Codex H and that repre- 
sented, less perfectly and in different ways, by Codices Claro- 
montanus and Boernerianus. The only contribution which I am 
here able to offer to this subject consists in the additional evi- 
dence given by the restored pages of Codex H, which is our only 
direct witness to the Euthalian arrangement of the text. 

While it is reasonable to think that Codex H preserves to us 
the cola of Euthalius more faithfully than we can hope to find 
them preserved anywhere else, yet we may be allowed to question 
whether it gives us an exact representation of the external ap- 
pearance of his edition. Its enormous letters involve the con- 
stant turning of a line in order to complete the colon. It seems 
more likely that in the original codex each colon would, as a rule, 
occupy a single line. If this were so, the general aspect of the 
page might rather resemble a page of Codex B in the Psalms, 
where the size of the letters permits of two columns of about 
twenty-six letters each, so that the cola are not very frequently 
broken. But it is possible that the Codex of Euthalius contained 
but one column to the page, and was of far less splendid a cha- 
racter than either Codex H or Codex B. 

We have been led by reasons of quite a different kind to regard 
Codex H as only giving us a much modified form of the Euthalian 
edition: and in spite of the Euthalian colouring of its interesting 
colophon, we cannot doubt its own explicit testimony which con- 
nects it with the Evagrian and Caesarean line of tradition. 


EUTHALIANA. 103 


This conclusion is of great importance when we come to en- 
quire as to the character of the text which Euthalius used. Had 
we, indeed, been able to discover the locality in which he lived 
and worked, we should have had some presumptive evidence as 
to his text. But, as it is, we are at present left wholly in the 
dark. We know that Codex H and certain other Euthalian codices 
offer us a text which has undergone revision in the Library of 
Caesarea. But how great a measure of correction was needed in 
order to bring the original text of Euthalius into harmony with 
the Codex of Pamphilus, or with what care the revision was 
actually made, we have not at present the means of judging. 
Nor can we say whether any existing Euthalian codex contains a 
text which is independent of this Caesarean revision. 

It is possible that some light may hereafter be thrown upon 
the question by the citations made by Euthalius in his Prologues 
and Tables of quotations, where the reviser’s hand may perhaps 
have failed to interfere. Thus, to take a single example, in the 
Table prefixed to the Pauline Epistles (Z. 558) we read: 


AATI. xe’. Naovu xai "Hoaiov tév rpodntayv a’. 
‘Os @patot of modes Tdv edayyedtfouevov Ta ayabd. 


Zacagni does not tell us what reading the Reg.-Alex. has at 
this point in its continuous text: but Tischendorf cites from his 
“Kuthal*” the insertion of tov evayyerCouéver eipnyny after 
modes. This insertion is supported by 8°D,KLP vg syrr arm 
Chrys. But it is absent from N*ABC sah cop Clem Or. Again, 
Ta is supported by N*D}°KL Clem Chrys Euthal*?: but it is 
omitted by N°ABCD#P Or. 

In other cases the citations in this Table have quite a different 
kind of attestation, and several times they are on the side of N° as 
against X*. 

But it would be a waste of labour to attempt to argue from 
examples of this kind until we get a more satisfactory recension 
of the Euthalian apparatus than is to be found in Zacagni’s 
edition. 

Mr Conybeare’s interesting suggestion that the text of Eu- 
thalius is preserved for us in its purest form by the Armenian 
Version we have been obliged to reject. Our enquiry into the 


104 EUTHALIANA. 


origin of this Version has shewn us that there are Syriac elements 
of great antiquity contained in it, and that it is worthy of a most 
careful study. But until these Syriac elements have been noted 
and set aside, it can give us no trustworthy evidence as to the 
character of the Greek codices which have had so large a share in 
making it what it now is. There still remains a possibility that 
the Euthalian apparatus—perhaps in its modified Caesarean shape 
—was introduced into the Armenian Version by the great fifth 
century translators: and, if this were so, we might expect to find 
in the text of the Version traces of the later form of Kuthalian 
text which is represented by Codex H. But at present this can 
be no more than a guess, and even if it proved true it would be 
of more interest as a contribution to the history of the Armenian 
Version than for any fresh aid which it could afford for the recon- 
struction of that particular stage of the Kuthalian text. 

But while we may not speak of the “ EKuthalian Text” as if it 
were a known quantity available for the purposes of textual criti- 
cism, yet it is to be noted that the presence or absence of portions 
of the Euthalian apparatus in Greek Mss must form an important 
clue in the hitherto almost unattempted task of the classification 
of the later codices of the Acts and Epistles. Accordingly we 
may assert with confidence that one of the next steps to be taken’ 
in the textual criticism of this portion of the New Testament 
must be a critical edition of the work of Euthalius himself, and of 
the multitudinous supplements with which it has been adorned or 
disfigured by his successors. 
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TION OF THE PSEUDO-ATHANASIAN SYNOPSIS. 


APPENDIX. 
COLLATION OF THE PSEUDO-ATHANASIAN SYNOPSIS. 


Tus Synopsis has attracted a good deal of attention of late. 
In order to shew this I need only give the following references : 
Zahn, Geschichte des NTlichen Kanons, ii. 302—318; Lagarde, Sep- 
twaginta-Studien, ii. 59 ff.; Klostermann, Analecta zur Septuaginta, 
79—112. It is unnecessary for me to enter into the history of its 
text, except so far as to cite the words of Montfaucon with regard 
to the codex from which the editio princeps (1600, Ea Oficina 
Commeliniana) was printed : 


Ne omittamus ea quae de codice, unde haec Synopsis prodiit, habet 
Felckmannus. Usae sunt operae, inquit, teatu huius Synopseos G'raece descripto 
ex wetusto et miris ductibus constante codice, quem ex Bibliotheca uiri clarissimi 
Petri Neweleti Doschii curamt uir Ampliss. D. Bongarsius, quem cum non in 
omnibus descriptor assequutus sit, quidquid erit discrepantiae notandum dust. 
Quamquam-essent non pauca, quae de interpretatione monert poterant: imd 
locorum quoque nonnullorum in tpso ueteri codice coniecturae possent afferri, 
quae tamen omnia breuitatis causa, et guod docti per se ipsi in hoe longe optimi 
monitores sibi erunt omitto. Quorsum autem euaserit codex ille memoratus 
a Felkmanno ignoratur. Codicem Synopseos aliquem nec uidi, nec alicubi 
exstare didici}, 


To this I need only add that Dr James announced in 1892 that 
he had found a Ms of this Synopsis in the Library of Eton College: 
Testament of Abraham (Texts and Studies, ii, 2), p. 7 note. 

As portions of the Synopsis constantly find their way into 
Euthalian codices, I have thought it worth while to give here a 
collation of this MSs. The weariness of this somewhat unprofitable 


1 Athanas. ed. Ben. 1698, p. viii: Migne, P. G. xxviii. 15, Felckmann’s words, 
together with a few variants from the ms, will be found on p. 84 of the Appendix to 
the Commelinian edition, 
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task has been relieved by the thought that my work may be of 
some service to Herr von Dobschiitz, who has promised to give us 
a study of the book. : 

It appeared to me that it would be most convenient to scholars 
that I should collate the Ms with Migne’s text, reprinted from 
Montfaucon in the fourth volume of S. Athanasius’s works (Patrol. 
Graeca, xxviii. 283—438). It can thus be used also by those who 
have Montfaucon’s edition, the pages of which I have given: 
whereas, had I based the collation on Montfaucon’s or the Com- 
melinian text, it would have been useless to the many who have 
Migne’s reprint. 

An examination of the collation will shew that this is the Ms 
from which the book was originally printed. Its marginal correc- 
tions have been taken into the text; and obvious blunders have 
frequently been eliminated, though some have been allowed to 
remain}. 


The Ms is a stout quarto, written by hands of the end of the 
14th or beginning of the 15th century. Portions of it were written 
by Ducas the Notary for John of Ragusa. Of him a 16th cen- 
tury hand has written in the margin of p. 145: ‘ Hic fuit Episcopus 
Argensis, theologus ordinis Dominicanorum, quem Felix V pp ob 
singularem eruditionem spectatamque uitae sanctimoniam tituli 
S. Sixti Cardinalem creauit. Dominicanorum Basiliensium biblio- 
thecam Graecis codicibus locupletauit.’ 

Compare the notice of him in De Mas Latrie, Trésor de Chrono- 
logie, 1204: ‘Jean Dominici, Florentin, frére précheur, archev. de 
Raguse, pr. card. de S. Sixte, légat en Hongrie et en Bohéme; m. 
1420, ou plutdt 1419,’ 

The ms was presented to Mr Huggett, the Librarian of Eton 
College, in the 18th century, by Dr John Henry Mauclerc. It 
had been in the possession of the Mauclercs of Vitry since 1665. 

1 The word wénovOev (Mg. 421 C=Montf. 196 D) has a vertical stroke after the 
first syllable re: this has been cancelled and another has been placed after the 
syllable zov. A line is also drawn in the margin at this place. On referring to the 
Commelinian edition we find that p. 128 ends with rerov. It is probable that the 
codex was actually sent to the printer: but even if these marks were put in by 


Felckmann after the text had been printed, they would still go to prove the identity 
of our codex with that from which the editio princeps was made, 
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The following description will illustrate these statements and 
give the contents of the Ms. 

Codex Etonensis B. 1. 5. 13. 

On a fly-leaf: Codex hie MS. quem ex Victoriaco Campagniae 
asportavit Daniel Avus meus in Bataviam, & hine in Angliam 
Patruus, Jacobus, hereditario jure venit ad me Joannem Henricum 
Mauclere. 

On p. 1, in the bottom margin, are the names of several former 
owners, partly erased : 


Ioannis x x x x x x beneficio d. I. x x x x x 1550 
F. N. Neueleti x xx xx xxXxxXxXXXXXXXX 


ex Libris Danielis Mauclere Doctoris 
medici Victoriacensis 1665 


ex libris Jacobi Mauclere M.D. 1700 
ex Libris Joannis Henrici Mauclerc, M.D. 1748. 


The Synopsis runs from p. 1 to p. 99, 1. 2: ending with the 
words eis SuadvAakw:— 

Then a red title follows: "Iwonou: é« tod brropvynotiKod. Ked. 
pun. tiva éori Ta pwnjovevoueva ev TH ypahh AiBAla ws dvra ovx 
evplioxopeva 6é. 

Inc. Nd@av nal addo (19 lines): expl. duerelas ar@dovTo. 

Then follows: (red title) Awpo@éov émicxdrou tipo: avdpos 
mvopopov Kal paptupos...2U0voyis eis Tods Blovs nab ra Tédyn TOV 
amootoéXoy Kal TOV mpopnTav. 

Inc. Odros 6 mpondeyOels.... Expl. p. 129. ...éraghn mores 
aro8avev, with a red subscr. TéXos taév mpopnrév: iyouv THs 
yevéoews avTav' Kal THS BloTns, Kal THS TereuTHs. Then under 
a red and black border: dovKas voraptos, apparently in the same 
hand as the preceding. 

The Book has been broken up, apparently with a view to the 
convenience of the printers. At the bottom of p. 98 the two lines 
of p. 99 which are required to close the treatise are written afresh, 
and underneath them the note : 

‘Sequitur in MS. “Iwonmov é« rod vropynotixod...sequitur 
deinde Awpo@eod...’ 

pp. 125—128 are left blank. 


ee 


APPENDIX. 109 


p. 129. Lvvowus ypovixrn dro addw thy adpyyv NaBodaa... 
&ws Taév ypovav THs Bacireias adeElou Tod Kopvnvod. 
Inc. “Addu 6 tp@ros td Oeod wracOels... 


Expl. (p. 144). ...uéype cal viv odvv 06 Svaprovon. 
5 
Then in the same hand: Kaodrxod SiSacKnddou THs cvvo' 


dpa ww , vrdpyer airy 4} BiBros' eypadn yobv Sid xeupds euod 
Sovea vorapiov. 

The next section of the Book is in a different hand: but the 
watermark of the paper—a pair of scales—remains the same, and 
Ducas the Notary has written in the upper margin of p. 145 the 
following words : 





Cle eae —ov 
Aidackanrou Kat KcaborKod THis cvvo’’ mpo ppd w , 6 awd THs 


payoutias virapyer 7 BiBros. Sovkas vorapios. 

p. 145. Title (red): cuvodidv ev éeritoun amacas...éyov 
guvodous’ Méxpe THS dySos olkoupercans pmeyarns Kal aylas dvTwS 
ovvodov. 

Inc. wdvodos Bela at lepd... 

Expl. (p. 183, 1. 9).  é£erraudevOnuev drravres. The Book has 
been again broken at this point. The last nine lines have been 
copied on to p. 182; and are there followed by ‘Explicit, Sequi- 
tur in MS. ’Erioron...7d0 HovxLov; etc,’ 

The next piece begins on the same page (183) with a red title : 

émiaTomM) cvvodik?) Tod év dylows Tmps TuoY cwhpoviov apxveTrt- 
oKOTOV lepoco\Upwv ev } KATA Taons éoTly aipécews. 

Inc. BaBai BaBai tappaxapioro, wads poe pirov viv Td 
HOV Lov. i 

Expl. p. 219. 1% daoypady éppwpévos év Kw’ vrrepedyou pov’ 
dywwrate mep év xo wv. api. es 

p. 219, 1. 3 (red): Tob év dylou mps Hdv dvacraclov mpidp- 
you OcouTrorews. Tepl TicTews’ 

Inc. “Ioréov kal wy dyvonréov.... 


At the beginning of p. 225 the hand again changes, and we 
have once more the writing of Ducas the Notary. 

Expl. 239. ...Aéyw 8 és yévous mavtos, pire XU. 

p- 240 is blank. 


p. 241 begins, in a fresh hand, odvtaywa tev Kata tiv év 
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vixala avvodov mpaybévtwv. Inc. Ta cata rip ayiay Kal peya- 
Myv.... Expl. dyamnrée dderpé. tédos THv mpaKxtiKdv THs 
mpwrns suvddov. TO Ded xapis. 

p. 387. Another hand begins the Acts of the Council of 
Ephesus. 

A new numbering begins at this page. The Ms is henceforth 
foliated, not paginated, and is to the end in the hand of Ducas, 

p. 257 v. Colophon: rédos ody 06d THs BiBdov TavTns TOV 
MPAaKTLKOV THS olKovpeviKHs TplTns TvVOSOD. 

érehevdOn yoov Sid yvetpds éuod Tod Tamrnvod voraplov THs 
aywwotarns Tod Oeod peyddns exxArnolas’ Sia cvvdpopys Kal é&ddou 
Tov awywwtarov Kal Ka0odKod THs auvddov lepwmovayou Ppa 
lwdvvov' (then added) amd ris payovfias, (later) Ioannis hermyn 
benefitio I, Leon. Gastii. 


COLLATION WITH Mianr’s ATHANASIUS, VOL, IV, 283 FF. 


[The figures in brackets are those printed in thick type by Migne. They give 
the pages of the later Benedictine edition (Patayii, 1777, tom, 2). 

The references to the right are to Montfaucon’s edition; where he retains the 
reading of the ms (apart from differences of accent or breathing) I have 
put an asterisk instead of a reference. | 


Tit. Ybvor us erlropos tis Octas ypadhs waratds kal véas 
SiaOHxns TOD aylov Kab peydrov ’AVavaciov. 


284 A (96) Xpiotiavdr] pr rav' 126 A 
285 B é& ’Appadalp] pr jv 0G 
© (97) rod wey rpwrov] + 1 127 a 
éEnjyeipe Kupros] om Kvpsios * 

D AaBrrixor] SaviTiKdv B 


unr 
év “lapann] év ij (sic pr man) 


1 The Books of the O.'T. are lettered in the margin, from a (Gen) to «8 (Dan). 
Tho a however is placed against the first line of the treatise. The Twelve Prophets 


are one Book (tm): so are 1, 2 Kings; 8, 4 Kings; 1, 2 Chron; 1, 2 Esdr. The 
Gospels are similarly numbered a—~6. 
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288 A Adoérids] TH adoitid. 
apéutrros] pr adnOuvos 
Cc év’Edxkeoai] ev&4 
Xovs] yovai: 
D ‘Ayyatov] + Tod 
289 B (98) Zipdy] onpay 
Newody] veiod 
C Benapiv] Beviapip 
NaBovxodovdcwp] vaBovyodovdcop 
"Avavunr] dvvavu)r 
"Acenr] aau)r 
D_ viod “ABpadp] viod S48 viod dBpadu 
292 A = memAnpopopnuévov] merAnpwdopnpévev 
kat 6 Adyos] bis scriptum 
B (99) SdSexa] 18 
293 D (100) cupdoviar] cuudoveiav 
Geopépwr] pr cab 
296 C  _dACyNoEV] EVAdynoeEV 
297 B (101) MapSpis] tau8pis 
C Kai cikdos arpoe’] om avoe’ 
D rovrrov veuipa] Nowa voutpa 
300 A cuprrepaivetas] ovprrepaivere sed corr in marg 
(102) AeveTcaHs 2°] sic marg: txt NeviKAs 
Bo AceiAnrrac] Sindevrrras 
 xpiows] + Tod 
C peydArns vyotelas] +” év TO 
ott] oUTwS 
D pypuKarat] wapvxdrar: et sic infra 
Ta Swowa TOUT@] Ta bot TOUTH 
iBus| iBns 
301 A attaydas] drrayds 
NElwappors] yeywapors 
& te] & ti ti 
C (103) Loupicadai] covpicadé 
Lwyap] coyap 
xKruades 08’ Kal éEaxdovor] add in marg évvéa 
kal TevTnKovTa yiduddes Kal TpLaKdatoL 
D yruaddes wB' Kal mevtaxdctot] add in marg rec- 
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TAPAKOVTA YINLAES Kal TEVTAKOT LOL 
Padaccovp] padacovp 
Tplakootor] marg dvaxdoroe 
"Apicadat] dpicadé 
0 adptOuos 1°] sic marg: txt opOos 


NeOarelu] EOS, 
éEaxdovat] per contract script 
(104) eds rv yqv] THv supra lin e pr man 
0 Pivens avétpwoe] o piveés avétpnae 
Katanradnoas] sic marg: txt catadnoas 
éEaxdotat] éEaxooras¢ (sic) 
émavptov] pr TH 
Yoyo, amrd Yoyo] coyod amo coxywd 
Leip] onp 
*EraBaba] érauaba tantum secundo loco 
éotl Kades] éorl Kadns 
(105) avaspebévros] sic corr: txt avepebévtos 
Ovyatépes] Ouvyatépais 
Toayxdp] iccayap — 
Taddidovder] yaddovdunr 
BuBXtov] pr To 
dvaywocKer Oat] € in at corr man rec 
(106) rapaBawovow] + avrov 
aro ‘PovBip] dia pouBip 
*Incodr] v supra lin man rec 
ov mavtTa] ov TavTws 
ExdoTOUS Katpovs] exdoTou KaLpovs 
diabdeEdwevos| SarEdevos: ae in € corr man rec 
Tomov] sic marg: txt wotamov 
TpoT@cnTat| TpoTaceETaL 
"lodxap| icodyap ’Aonp| aconp 
kal év ’Edpaely] cab éyévero Spaely 
(107) Tagep] yakép ’Adadpov0] atagovd 
Mapfp08] payBpod 
Xapper] yeppwer 
Tapeyap] capeyap 
éxpwvev Tov °I.] éxpuve Tov i. 
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ryéyove peta] yéyove kata 
n&Eiwoerv| nEtwoay: a in € corr man rec 
(108) ado@reks] adadarné 
ovtw Boot] ottws' Boot 
MepdiBoced] weugpi8oc0é 
Thv wer] pr Kat 
ératakev Tov Yep] ématake tov oh 
> y a? > / \ ? 
ovevdicavta TO °I.| dvedicavTa Tov t. 
(109) adrovs wév avyper] adTos pev avyper 
Tats yuyxais] pr év 
> a > J 
érratakée]| érratacce 
Tpidxovta 1°] tpsaxociovs TH (sign contract 
male interpretatus est editor) 
Tplaxovta 2°] Tp.axociwy (similis error) 
TOV oiKov] TO TELXOS 
\ > € / > lal \ ’ 14 / > fal 
TO Kal nuépay avtav] TO Kal’ uéepav avTod 
/ \ \ 
Boes Se] om &é 
déxa ev dural] post hoc lacuna (9 litt.) 
ates?) / by 
év “Jovdaia] om év 


(110) rpoepyrevae] erpopynrevoe 


BiPros 8, Bacirecov] om 

*HXuccaios] ékuccatos 

Lovvapitrdsos| covpavitdos 

edudyOnoav Kal] + avnpéOnoav 

> 7 >? / 

Ovyociov] oxofiov 

» / > / 

lwaxal] iwayas 

> be \ > \ >’ \ 

éml Ooné] eri ane 
\ a oy TEA Nea) \ \ 

peta Tadta trpwcey avtov Tov ‘Iwaxelm] Kai p. 
T. U. GUTOV O YLMaKEly 

yy > n + t.} nr 

axe avTe] Saxev a’T@e 

’Emctopn mpdkewy Tov Baciréwv THs ‘lovdaias 
kal “lopand] om 

5” : : : 

"lovdaiwv] tov (quod infra fovéa sine dubio 
significat) 

Ta Ovopata] Ta TE GvomaTa 

(111) Mera dé 7d] om 8 
vids °O.8)8] vids [lacuna (3 litt.)] ©6576 
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’Avaph| avapt 

"locadgat] incapal 

ere UTrhpye] ern Urhpye 

[Zayapias|] om 

Ouprdoar ev] Ovoracas év 

Ov ool, "OLia, Ovpudcar TS Kupio, adr Tois 
iepedow] sic marg: txt ov col dfla Kw’, Ov’. 
aN % Tos lepedor 

mpoepyntevoey] erpopntevaey 

(112) éBacirevcer] sic marg: txt om 

Ev¢parov] é in ev corr marg 

OSA] OrASa 

*lwdyal] sic marg: txt layal 

NaPovxodovdcwp] vaBSovyodsovdcop 

pEeT@Vopace] METM@VOMAaTEV 

Baowrels “Iopanr.] om 

viod ’Adép] lovddep 

(113) ovK« daréorn yap] pr Kat 

"Todyal] idyat 

Yaddoveaior] cadoveator 

é€v wéper] €x pépous 

Ta Tepl “lepoBodw, Lapaias kai ’ASS, of mpo- 
g7jtav] bis scriptum (caB8aias bis) 

(114) *Inod] tvod 

‘lovda Kat Iopanr] sic: ubi tamen (de Amasia) 
Montf. Iovéa “Iopann. 

*Tovda Kat Iopanr] om xai (ter) 

dueTetvato] Sveteivavto 


"A Bilas] °*Bias] sic pr man 
"Acewrtious] sic marg: txt afwrious 
erroinae] erreur 
é&éBane] é&éBa4 sic: fors é&éBadov legendum est 
éavtov. ‘Iotopeirar] avtod. ioropntas 
(115) iordvat] éoravar 
Kiwvpats] oxivvdpass (vid) 
év vaBrats] évaBraus 
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*"Eudavaias, cat Maxaia] évgavaias kal pa- 
Kavia 
KwUpats] KLvYUpaus 
pry’, pwd’) pr PHB 
(116) 06’, «B’] + Ky 
Warpol bdfs, «0, Ey] waruds Shs KO £E. 
idem sign contract pro waduos usurpatur 
quod supra (aarpos od%5 8) 
pyre TS AaBid] pr pyre tod a8 
Kowol dé mavtws} Kowol 8& mavTe@v 
(117) ped] + pie 
ee: 608 
0 €,| oe 
ot 1] 0% 
tots viois Kopé eis cvveowv O87] sic marg: txt 
lacuna (8 litt.) 
BepoaBeé] BnpoaBeé 
év TH ddpayys tov “Ado@y] sic marg: txt THv 
pdrayya TOV aXOv 
cdaai we Kiptov] cdcai pe Ke 
[IwvadaB]] om: sed in marg scriptum est 
“alias twvadaB” 
bre KaTeKiotat } yn? Sy] 0 SY Ste K. 1 yA 
éEwbev] é€o0ev 
(118) 70 carovpevov Tapoiptac] To K. Tapoipias 
dhacw avté] paci | avTa 
opovoia] ouovna (vid) 
aipeTiK@v] aipéoewy 
(119) Sécasds] in marg “ forte dtcasov’ 
Soxyuaty] Soxdler 
(120) arrar@vres,] aratavre 
alcOnow] sic marg: txt alornow 
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veikos| viKkos 

veixos | viKxos 

pirepis] pirepess 

mrocetabas| mrocia be 

meTomevou| TETwMLEVOU 
(121) éxrnOn] exxrnOn 
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Ppovimos] Povepwos 
ryeveOrALaroyias vonow] yeveOAaroyiav Tronow 
éxdaTou] éxaoTwv 
auvetots [Suvatois] | cuvetots ovverois 
é£ovotdcaito] éEovotacato 
erriynpnos| émvyeipnats 
apyetv] apyetv: sed corr pr man 
(122) @Xaz] alrArar 
Secxvivtos| Secxvvovtos  (Montf. decavvévtos) 
mavTov] + TOY 
(123) écwrépar] éowtepixny (Montf. éowrépnv) 
éEovdernaoval pe] é&. wor 
toivur | + 7) 
étaipwy | évépav 
é€erXOe] + od 
(124) Yovvapitids] coupavirid. 
Kicayayé] eicaydyeré 
iaxvat] icyvoect 
Kis xnrov] os Knrrov 
év yevynpate]| év yevnparte 
TOD YEluappov]| Tod yerpapov 
"Apivadap] auwadap 
(125) “Aveum] avewt 
mpoepyntevoay| érpopytevoav 
avaywv avTnv] a. éavtiy: sed corr 
Kata ToD lopanr] + Kat 
(126) rpoepjrevce] erpopyntevae 
perevdnoay] meTavonoay : sic pr man 
(127) "Apas] dupes 
mpocimrouev | Troeimrmpev 
(128) AvaAjs] avyjs: sed corr pr man 
(129) mraryyevel] trayyevn 
MpoaKuvoovTos avTov] tpoaKuvodyravov (vid) 
oroppifous] dropifous 
(130) éppakev] éppakay 
*"Acovptor] aovptor 
€v TH alyp.] Tn aixu.: v Supra T e Man rec 
Komacbat] Koumacbe 
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Cc (131) Tiypir] riypnv * 

D_ [rovrov]] om * 

373 A Ta Tov Ocod] om ra * 
mevOepovs] mevOepers (vid) LZ Er 

B BiPrtov Lodias] B. coda * 

C epi TO] ert TH 172 B 


pérer] wérrev 


D (132) rapabeo.s| rapabeow D 
376 A — érréuh On] erébOn E 
Maicéws] pooéws * 
B  Kateckevoacpéver| Katack. 173 a 
CC  yevynuator] yevnudtav * 
D xKiOapifovts] xiOapivworts D 
(133) "Incods odros] “lu obtos 
377 A Kada] + Kal 
6a “Inooda] 6 a vids E 
@ynTO] dynTO 
B émevta] + rep) doBov xu’ eira 174 4 
D xKTnmaTwr] KTHToV D 
380 © (134) dwpdacews] popacews * 
D TAnupercias] TANMpEALas * 
381 D (135) érevpacOnoar] éreipabnoav * 
384 A Movtcéws] pooéws * 
eGavpatovpyer] éOavpatovpyn 176 E 
B oxlopatorrooy] oynpu.: sed marg “forte cyiop.” 177 A 
C evdd£ous] + bts iwmond ev Tois évdoEors * 
D (136) trapedo0n] rapeddber E 
ovyTereias] pr THs 
385 A 6 mais] + ToD F 
Nalapé0] vafapér * 
C Kadds] Kopos 178 o 
D 6 6xAos] om o D 
Novevitac] vivevite E 
388 A (137) wéurrer] réurrn F 
C 70 didpaypa] ta Sidpaypata * 
éxatov | p L79Mc 
D Eira 1°] +7 D 
389 A = Tov Svoy] THY bvov * 
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épwTd avtovs] é. avtois 
(138) werrAcvT@r] pr Tov 
[éyouca]] om 
dyopev] dyopev 
Hryayov | + TOV 
éxpivav] Expivov 
Evayyéduov] om 
Nafapé@] vafaper 
[éyovra]] om 
poytAdrov] poyy:Aadov: sed corr 
mpwtelwv| mpoteiwy: sed corr man rec 
(139) Ilpocetyeras] sic marg: txt -eTe 
ovAdapBaverat] sic marg: txt -eTe 
Kpnuvioar] Kpnuvnoar 
xetpa] yetpav 


(140) ca® tpov, brép vudv] nal judy nrép 


7) av 
“Lets TO] nets TO: sed corr in marg 


amoxtewwovtwr| damoxteveovtov (Montf. d7ro- 


KTEVOVTOV) 

141) mpwroxduclas] mpwtoxAnalas 
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ayopadaat| ayopace éavT@ 

\ tal 2 / n > / 
peta Tov lovdaiwy] Tots tovdatous 
Baravtvov] Barravtvov 
TUTTETAL] TUTTETO 
nriatovy] nmtoTous: sed corr man rec 


Tov Pidurmov o ’Avdpéas mpos avTov. 


émravplov Karel] om 

(142) of padnrat] eis pabnral 

Lapapeityns] capapitis 

appéBarov] nupéBarov 
(143) KXeord] krora 
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é’, IIpakews] & mpakis 

ouyKkaTnplOyu.| cvyxataplOp. 
(144) Tlv@ovos] rv davos 

éxadapice] éxabépice 

mpocdoK@vTwv] mpocdoKovT@v 
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érta’ TovTwr porn] €: To’Twr a, 
maparyyénex (bis)] mapayyérec 
ryevomévors | ryevnuévoes 
ot adroOavdvtes] of mpo | atobavovtes 
Siapévwct] sic marg: txt diapévo 
(145) mrapayyérrex (bis)] raparyyéner 
oTas Kal év] ovTw Kal év 
atravyacpa| pros 
evyeoOar] + Umép Tév auaptavovtwv Kal Tepl 
moias ov det evyer Oar 
(146) xcécpov] pr Tod 
maparyyedrer| Tapayyéret 
BiBrlov £'] BiBriov € 
(147) tév évtuyyavovter] Tov évt.: corr marg 
ehéyyes Kal cvyKnelet] cuyKdeles Kal eréyyer 
6 yap “ABpadp] 0 ydp &Bpap 
KarnTat] KadelTae 
Tiod] + tod 6 
yiverbe] yiver bas 
(148) eiSe@relous] eiSe@Aots 
adiapopwr] sic marg: txt dvaddpwv 
éyparpav] sic marg: txt éypayrev 
ToNLTevwvTat] Sic marg: txt -wyTe 
cidaria] eldwrelw 
mapayyédnre] Tapayyérer 
avruypader] avriypadn 
(149) «acv7] Kev) 
Tapayyérnre.| Tapayyéret 
KataBorns] pr mpo 
(150) amrenNoynoaro] sic marg : txt -avTo 
nyodpar] Hynwac 
atroaTéNNet] ée- corr in azro- pr man 
KévToL avTovs] -ovs corr in -ofs pr man 
(151) adccovvtwr] pr adrovs 
*Avtixpiotos] avtixpnotos 
vmevEapevos]| émrevEdmevos 
aiwaros 1°] sic marg: txt aipevos 
(152) émeyelpovr] érexyelpove 
érriTipay] sic marg: txt émripipmav 
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pavOave 7] sic marg: txt p. Kab 





Tas vewTépas| sic marg: txt Tods vewrépous (vid) — E 
D mapayyédrer] Tapayyénet 199. B 
428 A (158) ota] ob Tws * 
B vmotdccedbat| vTrotracec bat 
429 A jppnve’Onoar] éppnvevOnoav. 200 
oppayioas] pr érra 
B (154) o£] fdr 
C Bdddovta] Barovta 
KNelovta] KrXvovTa 201 
432 A Xupay] onpay *Tovdi0| tovd6 
B  E&eyuna] eCexunr 
C (155) rdvtws] mdvta (aad sic) 202 
"TeCeyinr] teSexunr 
D  npunvevOn] EppnvevOn 
433 a Ipadé&eus] pr tas 
436 A (156) Koppodou] coyddou 
B "Axtiov] dpxrious 203 
c Tiva éoti] pr (minio script) “lwonmou' é« Tod 
UTropynaTiKod. Ke. pvn 204 B 
Tais ypapais] T7 ypapn 
LAwvitov] cnravitov 
Tlapanevrrop.] mapadurrop. (et sic infra). Cc 
437 A  Yorowdvtos] pr Tod 
émruyéypaTttat] + GAG Kal wdai Hoav TH TONO- 
M@vTL TevTaktayxidias Kal éXadnoE TeEpt 
tav EUV amd THS Kédpou THS ev TO AL- 
Bavo' Kat ws THs Vodou THS EéKxTropEvoO- 
pévns Sta Tod Tolxou' Kal éNadnoe Tepl TOV 
KTNVOV' Kal TOV TETELVOV' Kal TOV EpTETOV' 
Kat Tov ixOvov' Kat Tadta viv ovdayod 
év EBpatkois ovyypappaciy evpioKovTal. D 
yeypapbar] yeypadhévar 
erruywveaKopmey] pr nets 
evpioxer Oat] evpicxopevov. mpddnrov ody btu 
TavTa Tavta éx THS TOV acEeBav lovdaiwy 
atrovoias Kal amedelas atodXovto. Sequitur 
titulus minio script: dwpoGéov x.7.n. 
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Robinson, Joseph Armitage, 1858-1933. 

Euthaliana; studies of Euthalius, codex H of the Pauline 
epistles, and the Armenian version; with an appendix contain- 
ing a collation of the Eton ms. of the pseudo-Athanasian Syn- 
opsis, by J. Armitage Robinson ... Cambridge (Eng. The 
University press, 1895. : 


x, 120 p. 224™. (Added t.-p.: Texts and studies; contributions to 
Biblical and patristic literature. Vol. 11, no. 8) 

ConrEeNTSs.—Recent contributions to the discussion of the Euthalian 
problem.—The work done by Buthalius—The date of Euthalius, and 
traces of his influence——Notes on codex H of the Pauline epistles.— 
The Armenian version and its supposed relation to Huthalius.—Sum- 
mary of results.—Appendix: Collation of the pseudo-Athanasian Synop- 
sis. 
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